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| PREFACE 


Need not acquaint the World with the Occaſion of publiſhing - 
this Book $0 indeed i extorted from i : 4 a Cla- 
mours aud unchriſtian Cenſures of fome,and the earneſt Importu- 
nities of others. 

My taking the Oath of Allegiance to King William and 
_ Mary, after ſo long @ Refuſal, has occafioned a great 
deal of talk, and a great many uncharitable gueſſes about it ; Fat 

Him and blind Zeal. always wanting either the Wit, or the good Wil, - 

to gueſs rigat. | : 

One would. have thought it the moſt probable Conjefture, That a 

Man, whe bad forfeited all bu Preferments by refuſing the Oath, and 

bad for ever loſt them, had. not the Government: been more mild and 


-, gentlein delaying the Execution of the Law , ated wery honeſtly. and 


ſmcerely in it 5 and if ſo , That there % alſs goed Reaſon to believe , 
that if the ſame Perſon afterwards takes the Oath , he a#s bo- 
neftly in that too :- for what Reaſon. # there to ſuſpett , that be , 
who would not ſwear againſt the preſent perſwaſion- of his Conſcience 
ro keep bis Preferments , ſhould ſwear againſt. hus Conſcience to pet 
them again? I de not know , that I bave given any juſt Occaſi- 
on to the World to mark me out for a Difboneſf Man, or a 
Fool ; 1 may be miſtaken , and ſo may any Body elſe , though never 
ſo Wiſe and” honeft: But ths I am ſure of , that I never atted 
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with more ſincerity in any Affair of my whole Life, than I have 
done in this Matter , from the beginning to the end ; and whether 
I bave ſufficient Reaſon for what I do, T refer to the trial of this 
Diſcourſe. | 

The truth is , though 1 refuſed to take the Oaths, I never enga- 
ged in any Fattion againſ? it : I never made it my Buſineſs to 
diſſmade Men from it : When my Opinion was aiked, I declared 
my own Thoughts, but I never ſought ou: Men to make Proſelytes. 

While I thought it an ill thing , I was ſecretly concerned , that 
ſome of my old intimate Friends had taken the Oaths; but yet as 
Opportunity ſerved, I converſed with thoſe of them , whoſe Zeal 
had not made their Converſation uneaſie , with the ſame. Friendſhi 
and Freedom , that I uſed to do; IT believed them ts be bone 
Men, and that they afted boneſtly ,, according to the 'perſwaſion of 
their own Minds, and wiſhed that I could have done as they did. 
I complied with the Government, as far as I thought 1 could with a 
ſafe Conſcience : 1 always lived quietly and peaceably, and was rea- 
dy to have given Security to do ſo. I prayed for King William and 
Queen Mary by Name, according to the Apoſtles direftion , to pray 
for all that are in Authority, which they wiſibly were ; though 1 
knew at the ſame time, this highly offended ſome, who refuſed the 
Oaths, and made me ſtand, in a manner, Jongly by my ſelf. 
ME always oppoſed a Separation , and adviſed not a few, who 
thought fit to conſult with me , to keep to the Communion of the 
Church; and not to entertain Prejudices againſt their Miniſters for 
taking the Oath : for I was ſenſible of the Evil and rt þ of 
Schiſm, which ſome hot Men were then forward to promote, and are 
fo ſtill ; —_— a late Pamphlet in Anſwer to The Reaſoning part 
of the Unreaſonableneſs of the New Separation, which juſtifies a 


Schiſm now, upon ſuch Principles, as would bave made all the Jews 


Sciſmaticks, when the High PrieFthood became Annual (though our 
Saviour himſelf then communicated with the Jewiſh Church ) and 


- enakes the whole Greek Church Schiſmaticks, as often as the Grand 


Senior changes their Patriarch. | | 
' For I did not refuſe the Oaths out of any fondneſs for the Govern- 
ment of King James, nor zeal for his Return 5 which , the preſent 
proſpect of affairs gives no Min,who loves the Church of England, and 
the Liberties of hus Country any reaſon to wiſh : Nor yet out of any Averſion 
to the Government of King William and Queen Mary: but againſt my 
own Inclinations and Intereſt , out of pure Principles of Conſcunce , 
s: ts 
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to comply with the Obligations of my former Oaths,and that Duty which 
Subjetts owe to their Prince , which I then apprehended irreconcileable 
with the new _ + Aide = FOF 

Thus was a diſþoſition of Mind prepared to receive ſatufaQim , 
when ex” it was effered ; and to comply chearfully with the preſent 
Government , whin ever I could do tt with a ſafe Conſcience. I 


' prayed heartily to G:d, that if I were in a mitlake , be would les 
me ſeeut ; that I might not ſerfei the Exerciſe of my Miniſtry, 


fer a meer miſtake: and I thank God, I bave recerved that ſatusfa- 


(ien which I defired ; and if any Man can ſhew me, that the Prin- 


ciples T aft on are falſe, uncertain, or precarious, and ſuch as cannot 
reaſonably ſatufie an honeſt and unbiaſſed Mind , I will confeſs, that 
my deſire of [atufation has ſecretly and inſenſibly diſtorted my Fudg- 
ment, though I took all poſſible care that it ſhould nor. 

I find, the general Cry and Expe&ation ws, that 1 ſhould give my 
Reaſons 3; though why I ſhould be more obliged to give my Reaſons for 
Swearing, than I was for not Swearing, I cannot tell. | 

Some ſeem very fond of thu , upon a haps 11 that T can. ſay 
nothing, but what they can eaſily. Anſwer 5 and that will ſerve 10 
expoſe Me, and the Cauſe together: 1 have for once gratified theſe 
Men, that they may have the opportunity to ſhew their skill. 

Others , who are wery well ſatisfied themſelves , have yet a Cus 
rioſity to know what ſatufied me, who bave been ſo long diſ- 
ſatufied. But this was no juft- Occaſion to write Reaſons ; for 


if Reaſons were never ſo plentiful with me, I can bardly think. 


it worth the while to write a Book to gratifie a meer Curio- 


iy. 
There are others, who are Fill diſſatwfied about the Oaths ,. 
and are deſirous to try, Whether they can ' find that ſatufattion ,, 


which 1 have done. This , 1 conſe, is a good Reaſon , which 
may in Charity oblige me; and how hazardons. an Attempt ſo- 
ever it be ; my Duty to God, and to his Church , and to the 
Government , as well as Charity to my Brethren, ſeem to re- 


quire it , when it is deſired , and exatted from me: and I hope 
| Juch Men will conſider too , what is their Duty , as they will. 
_ anſwer it to God, and to their own Conſciences ; to read what 


I bave written for their ſakes , carefully, and with an honeſt 


Mind ; and to judge impartially ; and whatever the Effe& be, to. 


take i kindly. 
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But there # another Motive has prevailed with me, more than all 
the reſt: We live im an Age of great Prophaneneſs and Infidelity , 
which 1 ready to take all occaſions to reproach Religion, and expoſe 
it, as a beat and Impoſture, and to negleft no Opportunity to 
blacken the Clergy, as men of no Faith nor Religion themſelves, though 
they make a preat noiſe about it to (erve their own Intereſts : And 
the general compliance of the Clergy in taking thu New Oath, hath 
been improved by men of thu Spirit to wery ill purpoſes: And not 


only ſo, but (ſome wery Devout Chriſtians have been greatly ſcanda- 


lized aud offended at it : And others, who ſhould have underſtood 
better, and checked this ill Temper, which is of ſuch dangerows Con- 
ſequence to Religion in general, have given too much conntenance to 
it, and have ſeemed too much pleaſed, to ſee and bear all the Clergy 
that bave taken this Oath, expoſed to Contempt 3 as if, when the 
great Body of the Clergy # ridiculed and expoſed, the Credit of Re- 
ligion could be p—_ only by ſome few men, who refuſe the 
Oath. Many of them indeed, to my knowledge, are wery great and 


excellent Perſons, whom I do from my heart Honour and Reverence, 


and whom I hope, and heartily pray, God will reſtore again to the 
Mimiſtry of his Church : Yet I ſhould be wery. ſorry ( and ſo I am 
ſure, would they) that the Church and Rehgion ſhould be reduced 
ſo low, as te be confined to their numbers ; and have no firmer bot- 
tom to reſt on than their Reputation, which though it be deſervedly 
great, cannot bear the whole weight of the Church and Religion, 

It is time to give check to ſuch unchriſtian Cenſures, if we have 
any regaid to our common Chriſtianity : And ſince ſome little Wri- 
rors among them (who are too head-ſtrong to' be governed by wiſer 
men.) engroſs the Church and Religion to themſelves 3 and repreſent 
all 2vho have taken the-Oavhs, eſpecially the Clergy, as Apoſtates, 
at leaſt from the Church of England, if not from the Chriſtian 
Faith ; it is neceſſary to convince all ſober Chriſtians, that men may 
ſwear Allegiance ro King William and Queen 'Mary without Per- 


| fury, and without renouncing any Principles of - the Churth of Eng- 


land ; nay; that the Do&rine of. the Church of England requires us 
ro: do-'ſo: And 1 bope, if this appear , their Zeal for the Church" 
of England; if no other Conſideration can prevail with them, will 
cblige them alſo to:dy it. : | | | 

But it ſeems, "it *will wot ſerve my turn to” offer 'ſuch Reaſons, as 
will _quſtifie'my compliance now, unleſs 1 cawi give a good Reaſon, 
why I did net take the Oaths before ; that is, I muſt give ſuch 


Reaſons 
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Reaſons, as will equally prove, that no man ought to have taken 
the Oaths before, and that they ought to take them now. | 

Theſe are very hard Task-Maſters, and no doubt, have wery kind 
Deſigns in it, to draw me in to provoke the Government by a need- 
befs juſtification of my ſelf, as to what is paſt ; which can ſerve ne 
other end, but a little Vain-glory, that 1 would not be thenght ca» 
pable of a miſtake; ani left the Non-ſwearers ſhould not be Match 
enough for me, 1 muſt Proclaim War, and bid open Defiance to all 
that bave taken this Oath ; and prove, that they ought not to bave 
ſworn before I did, but were obliged to do it the wery next minute. 

But what now, if nothing of ail this be neceſſary? What if I was 
not ſo well ſatisfied about this matter before,” as I am now? Is any 
wan forbidden to grow wiſer, and upon a careful and thorough-exa- 
ination of things, to alter 'his mind, when he ſees good reaſon for it? 
I am not. aſhamed to own, that 1 am ſtill a Learner ;' and hope, 1 ſhall 
be ſo, as long as I live, and' improve my Knowledge every day by. 
Study and Converſation. | | 

So that 'without producing the Reaſons of my diſſatisfa#ion before, 
or being obliped to anſwer them, having never made them Publick, I 
think it very fair to give a ſatisfaffory Reaſon now, for my taking of 
this Oath ; hoping, that what bath” ſatisfied mee, may have the ſame 
effeft upon ſome others, that will bave the patience impartially to conſider 
1 by 


I had indeed ſome of theſe Thoughts long  fmce, which 1 drew up 
mn Writing, and ſhewed:'to ſome of” my Friends, and diſcourſed with 
others about 'them, and told them where I fFuck : but ffick I did; and 
could find no help for it ; and there I bad ſtuck to this day, bad 1 
not ' been relieved by Biſhop Overal's Convocation-Book , hich not 
only confirmed my former Notions, and ſuggeſted ſome new thoughts 
to me, which removed thoſe Difficulties, which I could not before Con- 
gquer ; but alſo by the Venerable Authority of a Covocation, gave me 
greater freedom and liberty of thinking, which the apprebenſions of No- 
welty and Singularity had cramped before. 

Thus, Reader, I bave made Thee my Confeſſor, and declared my 
whole! Heart to Thee, as to this Matter ; and now judge of me, as 
Thou wouldſt be judged by God ano:ber day. 


I wuſt add one thing more: That I bave renounced no Principle 


that ever I taught, excepting one in The Caſe of Reſiſtance, which ®:123,%c. 


15 -the only material Paſſage I know any reaſon to retrat} in that Book, 
Viz. That when St. Paul ſays, All power is of God, he means only 
Legal 
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Legal Powers ; bit that in en Hereditary Monarchy, where the right 
Heir is living, Uſurped Powers ave not of God, nor the Ordinance of 
Godz as I proved by the Example of Joaſh: The Reaſon and the 
Example you wil find ſufficiently anſwered in the following Diſconrſe, 
end the Dottrine it {elf rejefted by the Convecation 3 though tt bas 
been of late years (0 prevailing @ miſtake, and impoſed by ſuch great 
HAnthorities, that ut is wery pardonable, eſpecially when it is ſo Feel 
acknowledged + Though the truth is, I think ſtill it is very true, as to 
the Ceſe 1 then bad in my Eye, Viz. The Uſurpations of the Rump 
Parliament, 8c. but the fault is, that it is too generally expreſſed. 

- In managing this Argument upon the Principles I have laid down, 
it is nece{ſary 19 reaſon upon the Suppoſition of unjuſt Uſurpations, and 
Wegal Revolutions of State 53 and it may be I may meet with ſome ſuch 
Readers, as may charge me for ſo doing with Refle&ing upon the pre- 
ſent Government, which 1 am wery ſure, 1 am far from intending to 
do. And they who underſtand what belongs to Diſputes of this Na- 
ture, know very well that the ſhorteſt way to bring the matter to an 
iſſue, is to put the Caſe at the worſt that can be ſuppoſed; becauſe 
this gives ſo much the greater force and advantage to the Argument, 
when it is ſuited to thoſe, who are moſt ſtrongly prejudiced againſt the 
Legality of the late Revolution : For ſuppoſing, but not granting, them 
zo be in the right in this matter, I doubt not to make it appear, that 
-it is for all that their Duty to ſwear Allegiance to the preſent Govern- 
ment, when required ſo to do: And this being clearly proved, it be- 
comes altogethtr needleſs to debate the Legality of the late Revolution. 
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E&t. 1. The Caſe plainly and briefly flated. That the Que- 

by ftion , Whether Allegiance be due to a Prince,” who's ſettled 
in the Throne, does not neceſſarily inwobve- the 'Diſpute\ about a 

Legal Right. ; page 2 
"Jock. 2. The Do&rine of the Church of England is this Pont, as it 
4s taught in Biſhop Overal's Convocation Book. 3 
-.. Two things proved-from. that Book: 1. That thoſe Princes,who bavy 
no Legal Right to their Thrones, may yet have Gods Amthority. 
2. That when they are throughly ſettled in their Thrones,” they are in- 
weſted with God's Authority , and-mu#t be reverenced and" obeyed by 
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Tr 
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all that live within their Territories and Dominions, 5, &C. 

Sect. 3. The Teſtimony of, Scripture and Reaſon in this Matter; 
reduced into ſeveral Propoſitions. z $066 
_ SeRt.4q. Some Reaſons and Arguments urged, and Objetions An- 
ſwered, for the further confirmation of this Dottrine. - 18 


1. That the Scripture has given us no diretion in this- Caſe, but 
to ſubmit and pay all the Obedience of Subjefts to the preſent Powers, 


ibid. 

IVhether 13 Rom. 1,2. concern only Legal Powers. I9 
2. This gives the eaſieſt and moſt intelligible Account of the Origi- 
nal of Human Government ; That all Power is from God, 23 


The ſeveral Hypotheſes about the Original of Government conſidered , 
«nd ſhown meſſeual to found 'a Right, without reſolving all into the - 
Authority of God. ibid. _ 

Objea, 


% 


The CONTENTS. 
Obje&t. This makes a King loſe bis Right, by being notoriouſly inju- 
red, 25. Anſwer 26 
Concerning the Oaths of Allegiance. 25,&6, 
Obje. This Dotrine. makes it impoſſible for an injured Prince to 
recover his Right. Anſwered. 32 
Obje&. This encourages Ambitions Spirits to graſp at Crowns. An- 


wered. TE 3 
ObjeR. That Pyrates and Robbers have as good a Title to our Purſe 
- as Uſurpers to the Crown. Anſwered. 24 
 Obje&. The Caſe of Jchoiada's anointing Joalh, and killing Atha- 
liah. Anſwered. ibid. 
Objet. That all Kings are not ſet up by God, proved from Hoſea 
V. 4 Anſwered, © | 35 
3- This Do&rine is founded on the ſame Principle with the Dofrine 
of Non-Reſiſtance and P _ Obedience. 36 
4+ To deny this is to deny God's Authority to remove Kings, and to 
ſet up Kings. | | 37 
5. It limits God's Providence in governing Kings, and proteFing in- 
nocent and injured Subjefts. tbid. 
k 6. The neceſſity of Government to preſerve Human Societies, proves 
this. | $ 
Biſhop Sanderſon's Opinion about Submiſſion to Uſurped Powers, £ 


amined. © ibid. 


| 7. Theſe Principles anſwer all the ends of Government, both for the 
Security of the Prince and Subjetts, 43 
An Anſwer to a great Prejudice, that theſe Principles will equaZy 

ſerve all Uſurpations, with a particular reſpet# to the Rebellion in 164. 0. 


The Objefion from the Laws of the Land conſidered, and ſome bi 
Remarks on a late Book, entituled, The Cale of Allegiance to a 
King in Polleflion, : fb Fl. 55. 
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ALLEGIANCE 
"| DU E-TOf* 
4, Sovereign Powers, «- 
— 
Fi - he Caſe plainly and briefly ſtated. 


E: H A T which has perplexed this Controverſie, is the 
TE . intermixing che Diſpute of Right with the Duty of 
) Obedience, or making the Legal Right of Princes totheir 
"IN Thrones the only Reaſon and Foundation of -rbe Alle- 
8 giance of Subjes: That Allegiance is due only to Right, 'not to 
Government, though it can be paid only to Government. Many 
of thoſe who have writ in defence of the New Oath, have fup- 
poſed this, that a Legal Right is neceſſary to make Allegiance 
| due, and therefore have endeavoured to juſtifie the Legal Right 
I} of Their preſent Majeſties : This as I have ſhewn it to be unne- 
pH ceſſary; ſo it ſeems to me to be unfit to diſpute the Right of 
b:: Princes ; a thing which no Government can permit to be a Que- 
ſtion among their SubjeRs : _ how well ſoever ſuch Diſputes 


may 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 
may be intended, they are certainly needleſs in this Cauſe, and 
ſerve only to confound it, by carrying men into ſuch dark La- 
byrinths of Law and Hiſtory, &c. as very few know how to 
find their way out of again : And therefore I ſhall not meddle 
with this Diſpute, as being both above me, and noching to my 
preſent purpoſe. 

- And on che other hand, thoſe alſo, who refuſe the New Oath, 
go wholly upon this Principle, That Allegiance is due only to A 
Legal Right. And take away that, and you remove all the dif. 
ficulties they labour under. They think, that a rightful Prince 
only has Right to our Allegiance. That though he be diſpoſle(- 
ſed of his Throne, if ever he had Right to it, he has Right till ; 
and therefore our Duty is ſtill owing to him, and to no other 
and our Oaths of Allegiance to him ſtill bind us: and that no 
other Prince, who aſcends the Throne without a Legal Right, 
has Righe to our Allegiance; and that to ſwear Allegiance ts 
him, while we are under the Obligation of a former Oath to 
our rightful Prince, is Perjury. 

As far as I know, this is the ſym of. all that can be ay in 
chis Cauſe : Allowing theſe Principles, there is nv way to faciſ- 
fie ſuch men, but by juſtifying the Legality of the late Revolu- 
tion. But though many things are ſaid, which may make 
men much more modeft in the point than ſome are; yet to 
judge truly of this.requires ſuch perfect Skill in Law and Hi- 
ſtory, and the Conſtitution of the Ergiiſh Government, that 
few men are capable of making fo plain and certain a judg- 
ment of it, as to be a clear and ſafe Rule of Conſcience. 

Bur if the Principle be falſe, there is an end of the Diſpute.: 
And Subjects have a plain Rule of Duty without underſtanding 
Laws and Politicks, the Intrigues of Government, the Reyolu- 
cions of States, the Diſputes of Princes ; which I am ſure is both 
for the ſecurity of. Governments and Subjedts. 

If then Allegiance be due, not for the ſake of Legal Right, 
but Government. : 6 
If Allegiance be due, not to bare Legal Right, but to the 
Authority of God. | 

If God, when he ſees. fit, and can better ſerve the ends of 
his Providence by it , fets up Kings without any regard to Legal 
Right, or Humane Laws. 


If 


due to Soveraign Powers, &c. 


If Kings, thus ſet up by God, are iriveſted with Gods Autho- 
rity, which muſt be obeyed, mot only for wrath, but alſo for 
conſcience ſake. 

If theſe Principles be erue, it is plain, that Subjeas are 
bound to obey, and to pay and ſwear Allegiance (if it be requi- 
red) to thoſe Princes whom God hath placed and ſettled in the 
Throne, whatever Diſputes there may be about their legal Right, 
when they are inveſted with God's Authority. 

And then it is plain, that our old Ajlegiance and old Oaths 
are at an end, when God has ſet over us a new King : for when 
God transfers Kingdoms, and requires our Qbzdience and Alle- 
giance to a new King, he neceſlarily transfers our Allegiance 
OO. | 
This Scheme of Government may ſtartle ſome men at firſt, 
before they have well conſidered it. But every One at firſt 
ſight muſt- acknowledge , that it is ſo much for the eaſe and 
ſafety of Subjets in all Revolutions ( which very frequently 
happen) what the generality of Mankind , from an inward 
principle of Self-preſervation , have always done, and will al- 
ways do, that they have reaſon to wiſh it to be true, and to be 


glad to ſee it well proved. | 


And this I ſhall endeavour to do from the Authority of 
Scripture and Reaſon ; and that I may not appear to be fin- 
eular in it , and to advance Paradoxes, I ſhall prove it like- 
_ from the Dodrine and Principles of the Church of Eng- 
land. 


S ECT. 
The Dodrine of the Church of England: in this Point, as it 
is taught in Biſhop Overal's Convocation Book. 


[ Shall begin wich the Do&rihe of the Church of England, not 
thac I equal, much leſs prefer it, before the Scripture; but 
becauſe ſome, who refuſe the Oath, lay great ſtrefs on it, and 
upon this ſcore charge their Brethren with no leſs then Apoſtaſie 
trom che Church; and poſſibly when ſuch a venerable Authority 
ſtands in theFront, it will prepare a kinder Reception for the 
Reaſons, which follow. 
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The Caſe of the A legiance 


The Church of England has been very careful to inftrut Her 
Children in their Duty co Princes ; to obey their Laws, and (ub- 
mit to their Power, and not to reſiſt, though very injurioufly op- 
preſſed ; and thoſe, who renounce theſe Priaciples, renounce the 
Do&trine of the Church of England : But ſhe has withal taught, 


That all Soveraign Princes receive their Power and Authority 


from God ; and therefore every Prince , who. is ferled in. the 
Throne,is to be obeyed and reverenced as God's Miniſter ,and not 
to bz reliſted ; which dire&s us what to do in all Revolutions of 
Government, when once they come to a Settlement ; and thoſe 
who refuſe to-pay-and {wear Allegiance to ſuch Princes, whom 


God has placed in th: Throne, whatever their legal right be, 


do as much reje& the: Doariueof the Church of Exgland,as thoſe 
who teach the Refiſtance of Princes. | 

' For the proof of which, I appeal to Biſhop Owzera!'s-Convoca- 
tion Book, which contains the Acts and Canons of the Convoca- 
tion-begun in the firſt Year.of King FamesI. 1603. and continu- 


ed by Adjournments and Prorogations to 1610. under Archbiſhop 


Bancroft, a wile and learned man. 

In Cbapr. 28. the Convocation having given an Account of the 
various and irregular Revolutions of Government, brought a- 
bout by the Providence of God, ** who for the ſins of any Nati- 
* on or Country, altereth their Governments and Governours , 
« transferreth, ſerteth up, and beſtoweth Kingdoms, as it ſeemerh 
« beſt to his heavenly wiſdom, they add. theſe remarkable words ; 
And when having attained their ungodly deſires ( whether ambitious 
Kings, by bringing any Country into their Subjeftion; or diſloyal Sub- 
jefts, by their rebellions riſing again#t their Natural: Soveraigns ) they 
have eftabliſhed any of the ſame degenerate Forms of Government a- 
mong their People ; the Authority either ſo unjuſtly gotten , or wrung 
by force from the true and lawful Poſſeſſor , 5: always God's Ate 
thority (and therefore receiving no Impeachment by. the wickedneſs of 
thoſe that bawe it) # ever ( when any ſuch Alterations are through- 
ly ſettled) to be reverenced. and obeyed , and. the People of all ſorts, 
(us well of the Clergy, as. of the Laity),are to be ſubject unto it, not 
only for wrath, but alſo for conſcience fike. 

In Can..28. where this Do&fine-is decreed, they take care to 
condemn all thoſe wicked means whereby ſuch. Changes of Go- 
vernments are made, and yet to aſſert , That whenever ſuch 
Changes are made, the Authority is Gods, and muſt be obeyed. 
© If any man therefore ſhall affirm,either that the "= 

| they 


* 


due to Soveraign Powers, &c. | 
* they ſhake off the Yoke of their Obedience to their Soveraigns, 
*and ſer up a Form of Government among themſelves , after 
© their own Humours, do not therein very wickeudly : or thac it 
* is lawful for any bordering Kings, through Ambition and Ma- 
T lice, to invade their Neighbours : or chat the Providence and 
* Goodnels of God,in uſing of Rebellions and Oppreflions againſt 
*zny. King or Country, doch mitigate or qualife che Offences of 
* any ſuch Rebels or opprefling Kings : or that when any ſuch 
*© new Forms of Government, begun by Rebellion, and after 


* throughly ſertled,the Authoricy in them is not of God : or char 


* any, who live within the Territories of {ſuch new Governments, 
* are not bound to be {ubjet co-God's Authority, which is.there 
©* executed, but may reb-l againſt the ſame: or that the Jews in 
© Egypt or Babylon might lawtully, for any Cauſe, have taken 
* Armsagainſt any of choſe Kings, or have offered any violence to 
* their Perſons, he doth greatly erc. 

Men may diſpute any thing, but I know not how, it was pot: 
ſble tor the Convocation to expreſs their fenle.plainer , thar all 
uſurped Powers,,. when throughly ſettled ,' have God's Aw 
thority, and muſt be obeyed: So that here are the Two 
great Poincs determined , whereon this whole Controverlſic 
INNS. - + | Ee Bo LES : — 

1.That thoſe Princes,who-hays no legat” right to. their Thrones, 
may yer-hiave Gods Audunentye. ou ER... 

2. That when they are throughly ſettled. in their Thrones, 
they are inveſted. with God's Authority , and mult be reveren- 
ced and obeyed by all, who live within their Tercirories and 
Dominions, as well Priefts ,- as People: .If theſe Propofitiens be 
true, itis a plain Reſolution-of the Caſe ; that if it ſhould at any 


time happen, that the rightful' Prince ſhould be 'driven out of- 


his Kingdom., and another Prince placed , in his Throne , and 
ſertled in the full Adminiſtration of Government, Subjects not on- 
ly niay, bat muſt for conſcience ſake, and out of reverence to the 


Authority of God, with which ſuch: a Prince is- inveſted,” pay all- 


the Duty and Allegiance of Subje&s to. him- 


As for the firſt, the Caſe is plain, that the Convocation. 


ſpeaks of illegal and uſurped Powers, and yet affirms that the Au- 
thority exerciked by them, is God's Authoricy, and therefore thofe 
Princes, who. have na legal right,may have God's Authority :- the 
words of the.Canon are very .plain and expreſs, and yer'if any 
man deſires further fatisfa&ion , that chis was- the Judgment of 
the 
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The Caſe of the Alkegiance | 


the Convocation, that Princes, who have no Legal Right, may 


Pagt 53. 


Ch. 35. 
'page 83. 


Fer. 27. 5. 


4 Dan. I7. 
32. 
2 Dan. 37. 


have God's Authority, it is very eaſie to pive it. | 

They teach, Thar the Lord (in advancing Kings to their 
Thrones) not bound to thoſe Laws, which he preſcribeth others to 
obſerve, and therefore commanded Jehu a 270 we to be anointed Ki 
over Ifrael, of purpoſe to puniſh the ſins of Ahab andJezebel: and . 
what he did by Prophets in Iſrael, by an expreſs Nomination of 
the Perfon, he does by his Providence in other Kingdoms, ſet 
up Kings when he ſees fir, without any regard to the Right of 
Succeſſion, or Legal Titles. For as they tell us elſewhere, The 
Lord both may, and i able to overthrow any Kings or Emperors, not- 
withſtanding any Claim, Right, Title, & Intereſt, which they can chal- 
lenge to ther Countries, Kingdoms, or Empires. 

The Moabites and Aramites never could have a Legal Right to 
the Government of [/ae!, and yet the Convocation aiſerts, That 
when T/rael was in ſubje&ion to them, they knew, that it was not 
lawful for them of themſelves, and by their own Authority to take 
Arms againſt the Kings, whoſe Subje&s us Iurty though tndeed they 
were Tyrants. And that it bad not been lawful for Ehud to bave 
killed King Eglon, had he not been firſt made by God the Fudge,Prince, 
and Ruler of the People. 

Thelike, we ſee, they teach of the Kings of Egypt and Babylon, 
who never had a Legal and Natural Right to Govern Tae! ; and 
the like they affirm of the Four Monarchies, which were all violent 
Ulſurpations ; and the Principle they ground this on, plainly ex- 
tends to all Kings and Soveraign Princes : That God, and his 
Son Jeſus Chriſt, who # the Univerſal Lord and Ruler over all the 
World, does remove and ſet up Kings, as will beſt ferve the Ends 
of his wiſe Providence. 1 have made (ſaith he) the Earth, the Man, 
and the Becſts that are upon the ground, and have given it to whom it 
pleaſeth me. And again, the Prophet Daniel telleth #s, That God 


changeth the Times and the Seaſons, that be hath Power, and beareth 


Rule over the Kingdoms of Men : that be taketh away Kings, and ſet- 
teth up Kings ; and that it was the God of Heawen, who gave unto 
Nebuchadnezzar ſo great a Kingdom, Power, Strength, and Glory, as 
then he had, to Rule with Majeſty and Honour a wery great Empire : 


mn reſpeft whereof, although Kings and Princes might have been ſatisfi- 
ed with the Titles of Lieutenants, or Vicegerents on Earth, to the Son of 


God ; yet he did communicate and impart ſo much of bu Power, Au- 
thority, and Dignity unto them , as be was content to ftile them with 
bis own Name ; T have ſaid ye are Gods, and the Children of the 

mo} 
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due to Soveraign Powers, &c. 
mf High. . And therefore we may obſerve, there is.no Duty 
SubjeRs, as ſuch, owe tothe moſt Legal and Rightful Kings, bur 
the Convocation afferts due to all Kings, whom God hath placed 
in the Throne, by what viſible means ſoever they obtained it : as 
to obey and ſubmit to them, not to reſiſt them, nor rebel againſt 
them, to pay all Cuſtoms and Taxes, to pray for them, nay, to 
ſwear Allegiance to them, if it be required. | 

Thus they teach with reſpet to Alexander (and I think any 
Prince who gets the Throne, may pretend as much Right to ic, 


as he). If any Man therefore ſhall affirm, either that the Fews, gene- Can. 31. 
rally, both Prieſts and People, were not the Subjefs of Alexander, af- 04* 67. 


ter. bis Authority was ſetled amongſt them, as they had been before the 
Subjects of the Kings of Babylon and Perſia 5 or that they might law- 
fully have born Arms again#t him ; or that they were not all bound to 
pray for the long Life and Proſperity, both of Alexander, and bu Em- 
pire, as they had been before to pray for the Life and Proſperity of the 
other ſaid Kings, and their Kingdoms, while they lived under their 
Subjetion : or conſequently, that they might lawfully, upon any occaſt- 
on whatſoever, have offered Violence and DeftraFion, either to their 
Perſons, or to their Kingdoms, &c. he doth greatly err. 


Thus Car. 33. they teach, That whoever affirms, That the Page 78. 


Fews were not bound, both to have paid their Tribute, and to. have 
prayed for Gzlar without diſſimulation, ſincerely and truly, notwith- 
ſtanding any pretence of Tyranny, which they bad wilfully drawn upon 
their own heads, or of any cauſe whatſoever ; or that ſuch as curſed 
Czſar, (their chief Governour) did not. thereby deſerve any corporal 
puniſhment, which # due to be inflicted upon ſach Traitors 3 or that 
the Rebellion again#t Any King, Abſolute Prince, or Civil Magiſtrate, 
for any cauſe whatſoever, ws not a ſin deteſtable in the ſjzbt of God, &c. 
be doth greatly err. 


Chapter 34. they condemn the Phariſees, who when Herod upon Pagt 79. 


occaſion cauſed bus Subjetts to bind themſelves by Oath, Quid non deceſ- 
ſurt eſſent a fide '&* officio, refuſed to take that Oath. d in their 


34th Canon they teach ; That if any Man affirm, That the Pbari- P48*82. 


ſees in refuſing to bind their Allegiance and Faith ro Czar, by an Oath, 
did not thereby ſhew themſelves iraiterouſly affeted towards bim (which 
evidently is not true of all, who may refuſe ſuch Oath, bur the 
intention 1s, only © condemn luch a, refuſal) ; or that it was nor 


@ ſeditions Dottrme——To refue all Taxations impoſed by the Ro- 


mans,their lawful Magiſtrates,and rather to rebel than to pay any Tri- 
bute ro them, &C. he doth greatly err. 


In 


Pagte64. 


Paget 6s. 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 


In the Caſe of Faddas ſwearing Allegiance to Darius, they 
condemn thoſe, who ſay, That Jaddus rhe High-Prieft did amiſs m 
binding bis Allegiance to King Darius by Oath, or that be had not fin- 
ned, if be had refuſed (being thereunto required) to bave ſworn. And 
yet 1n the very next Canon, which I have already quoted, they 
teach, That both Prieſts and People (and therefore Faddus him- 
ſelf) became as much the SubjeRs of Alexander, as they had been 
of Darius ; and then according to this Dodrine, if Alexander had 
required an Oath of Allegiance from Faddus, (as it is probable he 
did) Taddus had ſinned, if he had refuſed that Oath, though 
accordingto, all the Circumſtances of the Story, Darius was then 
living, to whom Faddus had before ſworn Allegiance. 

Bur ie will be objected againſt this, that-che Convocation takes 
notice of that Anſwer Jaddus gave to Alexander, when he ſent to 
him from Tyre, after the Overthrow of Darius, -That he ſhould af: 
fiſt him in bis Wars, and become Tributary to the Macedonians, as 
he had been to the Perſians : He returned for his Anſwer, That he might 
not yield to this, becauſe be had taken an Oath for his rrue Allegiance to 
Darius, which be might not lawfully violate, while Darius lived, be- 
ing by flight eſcaped, when his Army was diſcomfited. But we may 
obſerve, that the Convocation in their Cann upon it, takes no 
notice, that Faddus having ſworn to Darius, could not ſubmit, 
or ſwear to any other Prince, while Darius lived ; and it is plain, 
Faddus himſelf did not mean this by ir, for he immediately ſub- 
mitted to Alexander, as foon as he came to Feruſalem, before he 
had given the laſt fatal Overthrow to Darius,when Dfzrius in his 
flight was murdered by his own Servants. The meaning then 
of Faddus's Anſwer to Alexander, was no more but this : That he 
having ſworn Allegiance to Darius, could not make a voluntary 
dedition of himſelf to Alexander, which was the thing deſired ; 
but when he was in Alexander's Power, (which made it a matter 
of force, not of his own choice) he made no ſcruple toſubmit to 
Alexander, and b:come his Subje& and Tributary, as he former- 
ly was the ſworn Subje& of Darius. w— 

This, I think, ſufficiently proves the firſt thing, that this Con- 
vocation taught, that Princes, who have no Legal Right to their 
Thrones, when they are- placed there by God, are inveſted 
with God's Authority, and muſt be reverenced and obeyed by 
all Subjeas, in as full a manner, as any other the molt legal 
and rightful Prince can challenge. 4 

. = , 
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due to Sovereign Powers, 8c. 
- 2dly, The only'Enquiry then is,-what the Convocation means 


by the Government's being —_ ſetled. A Prince, who is - 


chroughly ſetled in his Throne, has God's Authority, and muſt 
be obeyed; but when is his Government throughly ſetled ? 
Now here it is,. that men may impoſe upon themſelves, if they 
will, and if they think it their Intereſt to do.{oz' and may makes 
as little or as much-go to a through ſettlement, as ' they pleaſe; 
for the Convocation has not determined the bonnds of it: t 
thought this a viſible thing , that every. Subje& could ſee, when 
the Government is ſo ſetled, as to make our Obedience due and 
neceſſary, and therefore there-was-no.need. of -defining,--what 
it is to be throughly ſetled : When the whole adminiſtration 
of Government, and the 'whole power of the Nation is in the 
hands of the Prince ; when every thing is done in his Name, 
and by his Authority ; when the Eſtates of the Realm, and.the 
great of the Nation has ſubmitted to him,- and 'thoſs who 
will not Gibenie, can be cruſhed by him, when ever he pleaſes ; 


if this Be not''a ſerled Government, I deſpair of: ever knowing 
what it is; for there is no Government in the World ſo ſetled, 
but that - by ſome unſeen Accident , or: by. greater Force and. 
Power, it may be unſetled ; and-in this ſenſe it is impoflible ever 
to know, whenca Government-is :ſetled;; i for.no Goverment is, or: 


can. be-thns fetled; againſt all events:: : bat- then: the Government 


is viſibly ſerled, when the Prince: has the full and perfe&t Admi- 
niſtcation of all: Afﬀairs relating to his Kingdom. 4 

But if the general ſubmiflion of the People ſettle a Govern- 
ment, I am ſure, that is eaſily enongh known, when a Nation 
bas-ſdbmitted to:a Prince but this will not! be allowed-us, that 
the ſubmiſſion of the People ſettles the Government, unleſs 'the 
Prince, who has the Right to Govern, ſubmit alſo; but I would 
gladly hear a good Reaſon for this : : The ſubmiſſion of. the 
Prince indeed : may. bs thought neceſſary /to transfer a Legal 
Right; but the ſubmiſſion of the People, of it ſelf, is fuffici- 
ent to ſettle a Government, and-wher rt is 'fetled, 'therr it is'the 
Authority of God; whatever the Humane Right be.. 

This I take to be the true ſenſe of this Convrcation concern- 
ing Obedience to Sovereign Powers ; - all Sovereign Powers , 
whoſe Power and Goverment is throngbly [ſerled, muſt be obeyed, 
whatever their Legal Right. be 3+ for” they have the Authority 
of God, to which our'Obzdience-and;Subje&tion is. due, and 
that ſuperſedes all further enquiries This is a good Argumenc 

GC from 
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. The Cafe of the Allegiance 

from Authority, and-/as-good. Authority as-catr be urged to the 
Members of the Church of England; for if a Convocation can- 
not declare the Judgment of the Church of - England, I know 
not whence we ſhall learn it. | 

But I will. not rely - only upon: Authority, but I think fo 
great-an Authority, if -it do-not determine our judgment, ought 
a3t leaſt ro make us.more carefully 'and tmpartially to: examine 
the Reaſons of things, and to deliver us from the Tyranny 
of Przpoſſeflion and Prejudice; and to that I proceed. 
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The Ti eftimony. of Scripture and Reaſon in this matter. 


F 'which we are'to prove, is, That all Sovereign Princes, 

IL who are ſetled in their Thrones, are placed there by God, 
and inveſted with his Authoricy, and therefore muſt” be obeyed 
by all Subjects, as the Miniſters of - Gqd, . without enquiring into 
their Legal Right and Ticle to. 'the Throne 2.'The: Proofs of this 
from Scripture and Reaſon :maft 'neceflarly be intermixr'and 
interwoven with each other ; and to fet this matter in as clear 
a Light as I can, I ſhall reduce the whole into ſome plain Pro- 
politions. 


Prop. T. That all Civil Power and Authority is from God; 
for he is the Supreme Lord of the World, and has the ſole Right 
to Govern his Creatures, and therefore no man can have an 
Authoricy but from God: this will be readily acknowledged by 
all, who believe, that there: is a God, and that he made and 
governs the. World. | | {rn HH: : 

Prop. 2. That Civil Power and Authority is no otherwiſe from 
God, then as he gives this Power and Authority to ſome par- 
ticular Perſon or Perſons, to Govern others : For Authority be- 
longs to a Perſon, and that Power and Authority, which any 
Perſon exerciſes, is not from God, which God' never gave him : 
If he Governs without receiving his' Petſonal Authority from 
God, he Governs without God's Aitthority.. 0 2 M, 

take 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 


I take notice of this to- prevent a common Evafion, that all 
Power is ſaid to be of God, becauſe God. has inſtituted Civil Au- 
thoricy ; not that every one, who/exerciles this Authority, re: 
ceives it from God, Gas | | 

But what they mean by the Inſticution of Civil Authoricy, 
I cannot tell, unleſs ic be, that God intended, that Mankind 
ſhould live under Government : but this does not prove, that 
all Power and Authority is from God, unleſs tnole, who-exer- 
Ciſe this Authority, receive it foom-Gad : ;And it is plain, that 
St. Paul, 13 Rom. 1. by the Higher Powers,: ad all power, means 
thoſe, who exerciſe this Supreme Power, that all ſuch Soveraign 
Princes are ſet up by God, and receive their Authority from 
him ; they are the Rulers, v. 3. the Mingſters of God, who bear 
the Sword, v. 4. and in St. Peter , the King as Supreme, 1 Pet. 2. 


I3. | 

Prop. 3. There are but three ways whereby God gives this 
Power and Authority to any Perſons: Either by Nature, or by 
an expreſs Nomination, or by the diſpoſals of Providence. . , 

By Nature: Parents have a Natural. Superiority ;over - their 
Children, and are their Lords and -Govesnours too: [This was 
the firſt Government in the World, and is the only Natural Au- 
cthority ; for in propriety of ſpeaking, there is no Natural Prince 
but a Father. But by what bounds this paternal and Patriarchal 
Authority was limited, we cannot tell ; how the exteat of their 
power was ſtinted, and where new Families, and.new Gavern- 
ments began; and it is in vain for us to enquire-aiter it now. 

By a particular Nomination : God made-Kings only in Fewry, 
and entailed the Kingdom of Fudab upon David's Polterity:: and 
after the Diviſion of the Ten Tribes from the Kingdom of Fudab, 
by _— Nomination ſer Feroboam and Fehy over:the Kingdom 
or Iſrael. _ | 

But God ruled in all the other Kingdoms of the Warld, as well 
as in Fewry, and all other Kings ruled by God's Authority, as 
well as the Kings of Faudab and Ijrazl, who were advanced by 
his Command : For. the moſs bigh- ruleth in the Kingdom of men, 
and giveth it to whomſoever be will, and ſetteth up over it the baſe(t 
of men, 4 Dan. 17. I was the God of Heaven, that gave Ne- 
buchadnezzar s Kingdom, Power, and Strength, and Glory. It % 
he, that changeth times and ſeaſons,. that removeth Kings, and ſetteth 
up Kings, 2 Dan. 21. 37. and the Prophecy of the four Mouar- 
chies is a demonſtration of it. 

C 2 But 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 

But now God governs the reſt of the world , removeth Kings, 
and ſetrech up Kings, only by his Providence ; that 1s, then God 
ſers up a King, when by his Providefice he advances him to the 
Throne, and puts the Soveraign Authority into his hands ; then he 
removerth a King, when by his Providence he thruſts him from his 
Throne, and takes the Government out of his hands: for Provi- 
dence is God's Government of the world by an inviſible influence 
and power, whereby he dire&ts, determines, over-rules all Events 
to the accompliſhment of his own Will and Counſels, in diſtinction 
from his more viſible Government by his Oracles and Prophers,or the 
expreſs ſignifications of his Will,as he in former Ages governed [/ 
Yael, 

Nor does it make any difference in this Caſe to diſtinguifh be- 
tween what God permits, and what he does ; for this diſtin&ion 
does not relate tothe Events of things, but to the wickedneſs of 
men z which is the only reaſon for this diſtin&ion ; for the Scrip- 
cure never ſpeaks of God's bare permiflion of any Events, but makes 
him the Author of all the good or evil which happens either to 
private perſons, or publick Societies. 'The Events. of all things are - 
in his hands, and are ordered and diſpoſed by his Will and Coun- 
ſel, as they muſt be if God governs the world: but God cannot be 
the Author of any wickedneſs,cannot inſpire men with any wick- 
ed counſels or deſigns, nor incline their wills to the commiſſion of 
it, and therefore this we ſay God only permits ; butwhen it comes 
to ation, he over-rules their wicked deſigns ro accompliſh his 
own -Counſels and Decrees; and either diſappoints what they in- 
tended, or gives ſucceſs to them, when he can ſerve the ends of 
his Providence by their wickedneſs : and herein conſiſts the un- 
ſearchable wiſdom of Providence, that God brings about his own 
Counſels by the free Miniſtries of men: He permits men to do 
wickedly,but all Events, which are for the good or evil of private 
men, or publick Societies, are ordered by him, as the Prophet de- 
clares, Amos 3.6. Shall there be evilin a City, and the Lord hath not 
done it. 24S | ; 

And yet if there were any ſuch diſtin&ion as this, that ſome E- 
vents God only permits, and ſome he orders and appoints , we 
ought in reaſon to aſcribe the advancemenr of Kings to God's de- 
cree and counſel, becauſe ir is the principal a& of Providence. , 
which has ſo great'an influence upon the government of the 
world ;'.and if hedecree and order any Events, certainly he pe- 


culiarly orders ſuch Events as will do moſt good or moſt hurt to 
| ou the 
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the world. He muſt with his own hand immediately dired the 
motions of the great wheels of Providence ; and not permit them 
to-move as they pleaſe themſelves. Eſpecially when we remem- 
ber, that Kings are God's Miniſters and Lieutenants, and are in- 
veſted with his Authority : Now to give Authority to any perſon, 
does not ſignifie to permit him to take it; and we cannot but think 
that God will exerciſe a particular care and providence 1n ap- 
pointing his great Miniſters. No man can have God's Authori- 
ty, but he to whom it is given ; and if the advancement to the 
Throne inveſts ſuch a Prince: with God's Authority , then God 
gives him the Throne, and does not meerly permit him to 
take it 3 for no man can take God's Authority, bur it muſt be 
iven. 

, Nay, ſince God makes Kings now, not by an expreſs nomi- 
nation of any perſons, but only by the Events of Providence,we 
muſt not allow, that God at any time permits men to make them- 
ſelves Kings, whom he does not make Kings: for then we can 
never diſtinguiſh between Kings by the permiſſion and by the ap- 
pointment of God, between God's Kings,and Kings of their own . 
making ; unleſs all Kings are ſer up by God, and inveſted with 
his Authority, we can never know what King's have God's Au- 
thority , who thoſe are, whom we muſt obey out of Conſci- 
ence, and whom we muſt not obey : there. is no dire&tion how 
to diſtinguiſh them, and the Events of Providence in placing them 
in tl.e Throne, are the ſame in both. 

Now the neceſſary Conſequence of this is,that by what means 
ſoever any Prince aſcends the Throne, he is placed there by God, 
and receives his Authority from him. There are very different ways 
indeed, whereby this is done; fomecrimes ty the Ele&ion of the peo- 
ple ; ſometimes by Conqueſt (which has been the viſible Original 
of molt Governments). and when any Family is thus advanced to 
the Throne, it is continued by Succef{ion and legal Entails ; bur all 
theſe ways, or any other, that can bs chought of, are governed and 
determined by the Divine Providence, and «the Prince thus ad- 
vanced isastruly placed in the Throne by God, as if he had been 
expreſly nominated,and anointed by a Prophet at God's command, 
as Saul and Dawid were. Sometimes God leaves a free People 
to chooſe their own King, and then he dire&s their choice to 
{uch a perſon as he will make King. Sometimes he ſuffers an a- 
fpiring Prince to invade and conquer a Country,but he never ſuf- 
ters him to aſcend the Throne, but when he ſees fit-ro make him 
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 King.Sometimes he notonly places a ſingle Perſon in the Throne, 
burentails it on his Family by Human Laws, and makes the 
Throne a legal inhericance; but. when he ſees cauſe for ir, he in- 
terrupts the Succeftion,or finally transfers the Kingdom to another 
Family. , | 

Prop. 4. All Kings are equally rightful with reſpe& to God: for 
thoſe are all righttul Kings, who areplaced in the Throne by God, 
and it is impotlible there ſhould be a wrong King, unleſs a man' 
could make himlelt King, whether God will or no. The whole 
Authority of Government is Gods,and whoever has God's Autho- 
rity is atiue and rightful King;for he has the true and rightful Au- 
thority of a King; and it all Kings, who are ſettled and eftablih- 
ed in their Thrones, are ſet up by God, and have his Authority, 
with reſpe& to the Authority which they have from God, they 
are rightful Kings. 

Prop.5. The diſtinion then between a King ge jure,and a King 
de fatto, relates only to Human Laws, which bind Subjz&s,bur are 
nor the neceſſary Rules and Meaſures of the Divine Providence. 
In Hereditary Kingdoms, He is a rightful King, who has by Suc- 
ceſlion a legal Right to the Crown; and He who has poſleflion of 
the Crown, without a legal Right, isa King de fa&#o ; that is, is 
a King, but not by Law: Now Subjects are fo tied up by the 
Conſtitutions of the Kingdom,that they muſt not pull down or ſet 
up Kings contrary to the Laws of theLand ; but God is not bound 
by Human Laws, but can make whom he pleaſes King, withouc 
regard to legal Rights, and when he does ſo,they are true,though 
not legal Kings,if thoſe are true Kings who have God's Authority. 

Prop.6. We can have but one Kingat a time : two rival and op= 
poſite Princes cannot at the ſame time poſſeſs the ſame Throne , 
Nor can Subjects be bound to two oppoliteand contrary Allegian- 
Ces; for no may can ſerve two Maſters; and yet Allegiance is due 
ro a King by the Laws of God, and to every King whoſe Subjects 
we are, that if we could have two Kings, we muſt have two Al- 
legiances. 

Prep. 7. He'is our King who is ſettled in the Throne in the 
actual Adminiſtration of Soveraign Power : for King is the Name 
of Power and Authority, not of meer Right. He, who has a le- 
gal Right to the Crown, but hasit not, ought by the Lawsot the 
Land tobe King, but is not : but he,who is actually ſertied inthe 
Adminiſtration of the Regal Power, is King , and has God's Au- 
thority, though he have not a legal Right. - 

ut 
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But the ObjeQion againſt this is, That it is Hobbiſm, that Do- 
minion is naturally annexed to Power ; but thoſe who ſay this, 
do not underſtand Mr. Hobbs, or me : for He makes Power, and 
nothing elſe, to give Right to Dominion ; and therefore aſſerts, 
That God himelf is the Natural Lord and Governour of the 
World, not becauſe he made it ; but becauſe he is Omniporent ; 


kyt I fay, That Government is founded in Right, and that God. 


is the Natural Lord of the World, becauſe he made it; and that 
no Creature has any Right to Govern the World, or any part of it, 
but as he receives Authority from God : and thereforeſince Power 
will Govern,God ſo orders it by his Providence,as never to intruſt 
Soveraign Power in any Mans hands, to whom he does not give 
the Soveraign Authority : that Power does not give Right 
and Authority to Govern, but is a certain ſign to us, that 
where God has placed and ſettled the Power, he has given the 
Authority. 

Prop. 8. Allegiance is due only to the King : for Allegiance fi- 
gnifies all that Duty, which SubjeRs owe to their King,and there- 
fore can be due to none but the King. - 

If then he who has the Legal _ may not be our King, and 
he who has not, may ; when any ſuch Cafe happens, we muſt 


pay our Allegiance to him who is King, though without a Legal 


Right ; not to him who is not our King, though it is his Right to 
ded: And the reaſon is very plain, becauſe Allegiance isdue on- 


ly to God's Authority, not to a bare Legal Title without God's. 
' Authority ; and therefore muſt be paid to him who is inveſted- 
with God's Authoricy, who is his Miniſter and Lieutenant; that is, 
to the Actual King, who is ſetled in the Throne, and has the Ad- 


miniſtration of Government in his hands. 

ObjeF. But if this be ſo, what does a Legal Right ſignifie, if ic 
do not command the Allegiance of Subjects ? | 

Anſw. Tanſwer : It barrs all other HumaneClaims : No other 
Prince can challenge the Throne of Right : and Subjects are 
bound to maintain the Rights of ſuch a Prince, as far as they can; 


that is, againſt all Mankind ; but not againſt God's diſpoſal of. 


Crowns : and therefore when God transfers the Kingdom, he 
transfers our Allegiance, which is due, and annexed to his Au- 
thority, whether this Authority be conveyed by a Legal Succel- 
ſion, or by any other means. 


Object. 


rs 
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Object. But if we have ſworn Allegiance to ſuch a Prince, and 
his Heirs, and lawful Succeſſors, how can we pay Allegiance to 
any other Prince, while He, or any of his Heirs, and Legal 
Succeſſors are living, and claim our Allegiance, v rithout violating 
our Oaths ? | 

Anſw. IT anſwer : An Oath of Allegiance made to any King, 
can oblige no longer than he continues to be King ; for if itdid, 
it would oblige us againſt our Duty, and ſo become an nnlawful 
Oath : for our Allegiance is due to him who is King, in the a- 
&ual and ſetled poſſeflion of the Throne, - and therefore muſt 
by the Law of God be paid there; and then it cannot be paid to 
the diſpoſſeſſed Prince, unleſs we can have two Allegiances: Our 
Oath then to the diſpoſſeiſed Prince ceaſes, Ceſſante materia ; for 
though the Man is in being ſtill, the King is gone. 

But we {wear to maintain and defend his Right, and the Right 
of his Heirs : but yet we do not ſwear to keep them in the 
Throne,which may beimpoflible for us to do againſt a proſperous 
Rebellion; nor do we ſwear in Cale they are thrown out of the 
Throne, never to ſubmit or pay Allegiance to any other Prince; 
which would be an unlawful Oath, as contrary to that Duty we 
owe to the Divine Providence in making Kings, and removing 


Kings. The Oath of Allegiance contains the Duty of Subjeas 


tO their King, and can extend no farther, and therefore can ob- 
lige no longer than he is our King, and we his Subjects. 

Theſe ſeem to me, to be very plain Propoſitions, and to carry 

their own Evidence with them 5 and if this be true, it is a very 
plain Dire&ion to Subjects in all the Revolutions of Govern- 
ment, . 
The moſt that can be expeRed from them, according to the 
ſtricteſt Principles of Loyalty and Obedience, is to have no hand 
in ſuch Revolutions, or to oppoſe them as far as they can, and 
not to be haſty and forward in their Compliances 3 but when 
ſuch a Revolution is made, and they cannot help it ; they muſt 
reverence and obey their New Prince, as inveſted with God's 
Authority. 

Nor is it very hard to know, when our Obedience becomes 
due to a New Prince ; for it do2s not conſiſt in a Mathematical 
point, nor require Mathematical certainty : Our Obedience isdue 
ro God's Authority, and when we can reaſonably conclude, that 
God has made him King ; that is, when the Providence of God 
has ſetled him inthe Throne,we muſt pay our Obedience - _ 

ere 
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There are different degrees of Settlement, and muſt neceſſari- 
ly be in ſuch new Governments, which ſeem to me to require 
different degrees of Submiſſion, or at leaſt to juſtifie them, till 

it increaſes to ſuch a full and plenary and ſercled poſſefiion, as 

requires our Allegiance , as being notoriouſly evident and 
ſenſible to all 'that do not wink hard, and will not ſee 
it. 

If the generality of the Nation ſubmit to ſuch a Prince , and 


place him on the Throne, and put the whole power of the King- . 


dom into his hands, though it may ba, we cannot yet think the 
Providence of God has ſertled him in the Throne, while the dif- 
poſſeſſed Prince has alſo ſuch a formidable power , as makes the 
Event very doubtful, yet if we think fit co continue in the King- 
dom, under the government and power of the new Prince, there 
are ſeveral Duties, which in reaſon we ought to pay him. 
i As to live quietly and peaceably under his government, and to 
- promiſe, or ſwear, or give any other ſecurity that we will do fo, 
if it be demanded : Ir is reaſonable we ſhould do fo, if we think 
it reaſonable to live under the prote&ion of the government ; this 
all men do in an Enemies quarters, and no man blames them for 
it. 
We muſt pay Taxes to them ; for theſe are due to the Admi- 
niſtration of government, as St. Paul obſerves. 3 For this cauſe pay 
ye Tribute alſo, for they are the Mmiiters of God, attending continually 
on thu wery thing, 13 Rom.6. And if - we owe our ſecure polle(- 
ſion of our Eſtates to the proteion of government, let the go- 
vernment be what it will, we-ought to pay for it. 

We muſt give the Title of King to ſuch a Prince,when we live 
in the Country where he is owned for King ; for beſides that ic 
is a piece of good manners. (which is the leaſt thing we can owe 
to him, under whoſe government we live) he is indeed ' King, 
= while he adminiſters the Regal power, though we may not think 
= him ſo well ſettled in his government , as to all intents and pur- 
23} poſesto own him for our King, | 

Nay, we muſt pray for him under the Name and Title of King, 
for we are boundto pray for all who are in Authority ; and that a 
Prince is, who has the whole government in his hands, and has 
power to do a great deal of hurt, or a great deal of good ; and 
this is fo far from being a fault, that ir is a duty, while we taks 
care to do it in ſuch terms, asnot to pray againſt the diſpoſſeſſed 


Prince. 
D Thus 
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' Thus far I think the doubtful poſſeflion of theThrone obliges us, 


andir were very happy if no more were requiredin the beginnings 
of ſuch a new government; but when beſidesthe poſſeflion of the 


"Throne, the power of the diſpoſſeſſed Prince is broken , and no 


viſible proſpect of his recovering his Throne again; nay, if ic be 
viſible that he can never recover his Throne again, but by ma- 
king a new Conqueſt of the Nation by Foreigners, who will be 
our Maſters, if they conquer, and no very gentle ones neither ; 
we may then look upon the new Prince as advanced and ſettled 
by God in his Throne, and therefore ſuch a King , as we owe ant 
entire Obedience and Allegiance to. | 

For wemuſt not take the conſideration of Right into the ſet- 
tlement of Government; for a Prince may be ſettled in his Throne 
without legal Right, and when he is ſo, God has made him onr 
King, and requires our Obedience. : 

Theſe principles are ſo very uſeful , eſpecially in all Revoluti- 
ons of government, that Subjects have great reaſon to wiſh them 
true, and to examine over again thoſe ſtrict principles of Loyal- 
ty, which if purſued to their juſt conſequences, muft unavoidably 
in ſome Jun&ures, facrifice whole Kingdoms, at leaſt all Subjes 
who pretend to this degree and kind of Loyalty and Conſcience, 
to the il] Fortune of their Prince. 
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SE CT. IV. 


Some Reaſons aud Arguments arged, and Objedtions anſwered, 
. for the further Confirmation of this Dottrine. | 


Pit: may examine this more impartially and more ſecure- 


ly rely uponthe Dictaces of Reaſon inthismatter, I obſerve,” My 


bs 


x. That the Scripture has given usno'Diretiors in this Caſe, | 


bur to ſubmit,and pay all the Obeditefice'of Subjeas tothe pretenc 
powers; * It'makes to. diſtin&ion, that ever T couldfind, berween 
rightful Kings and Ufurpers, berween Kings whom we mnft,and 
whom we tyjuſtnot obey; but che gerieril Rulk is, "Let every Sow 


that 


—_— ro the higher Powers, for all power « "of God,. the Powers 2 
art ordainet' of © God':- whoſoever therefore reſiſt erh rhe Powir, 2 


reſiteth the Ordinance of God , and they that reſi ſhall rerzive ro # 
47 | 
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themſelves damnation, 13 Rom. 1,2. To fay the Apoftle here 
ſpeaks of lawful powers, is. gratis di#um , for there is no Evi- 
dence of -it : The Gs harweon zerie and Wraws 'will not 
do ; for they both ſignifie the ſame thing in Scripture , either 
force and power , or authority : iz #94 YEunadioua: War ms. 
I will not be brought under the power of any thing , muſt ſignitic 
force, 1 Cor. 6. 12. and Vvews muſt ſignifie authority and -dig- 
nity, 1 Epb..21. vated wow dpyis x) Exotics x, Jnduurcrs oh xveth- 
TG , which are ſeveral names and degrees of dignity and 
authority, as well as. power. Kverdev. and under ſignifie the 
ſame thing, the exerciſe of civil authority and power, 22 Luke 
25. and therefore ai iu are the of undo, thoſe who 
exerciſe authority and dominion ;-the oi dpyevſss, tbe Rulers, v.3. 
the MinsFters of God, which bear the Sword, 4. 4. In St. Peter , 
the Beamrad's and Hyves , the King , and his Governours and 
Magiſtrates, 1 Peter 2. 13, 14. Now there may be Kings and 
Emperours and Rulers , who exerciſe civil government without 
2 legal Title to it , in the ſenſe of the Obje&ors, yet St. Pau! 
has made no __ againft them ; but if they be the Pow- 
ers, if they exerciſe the Supream Authority, they .are of Gad, 
and are - the Ordinance of God: for waz uae is ws Sirnd- 
Lov ; which evidently relates to the Exerciſe of Civil Authority, 
not to a legal Right. And why ſhould we think the Apoſtle 
here intends a diſtintion unknown to Scripture : had there been - 
any ſuch Ryle before given, to ſubmit to lawful powers, but not 
to. ſubmit to Uſurpers, there had been ſome pretence-- for un- 
derſtanding St, Paws all power of all legal power ;. but there be- 
ing nothing like this any where elſe in Scripture , if he bad in- 
tended any ſuch diſtinaion, he ought to have ſaid it in ex- 
preſs words,orelſe no body could reaſonably have underſtood him 
to intend this precept of ſubjeQion to the higher powers', onl 
of powers that had a legal Right. For then,. in order to the ful- 
filing of this precept, it would beneceflary for Subje&s to exa- 
mine-the Titles of Princes,and to that end to be well skill'd in the 
Hiſtory and Laws of a .Nation, and to be able to judge between 
a pretended and real Right,and to know exactly what giyes a real 
Right, that they may know to whom they ought to pay lubjeRi- 
on, and may not milplacetheir duty. in {o importane, a -matter. 
And let any man judge in what perplexities this ſen of the Apa- 
itles precept would involve the Conſcience of men 2? for thele are 
great diſputes among learned men, _— then ſhould unlearn- 
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derſtand them ? And I cannot think that the. reſolutiz 
Conſcience, in ſuch matters as all Mankind are concern- 
cd in, ſhbuld depend upon ſuch Niceties as learned men them- 
ſelves cannot agree in. Eſpecially if we conſider the Caſe of the 
Roman Empire, in which, for ſo many Ages together, the Titles 
of their Emperours were either all of them ftark nought, or the 
very beſt |of them very doubtful. 'And yet this Epiſtleto:-the Ro- 
mans was| written to the Subjedts of that Empire to dire them in 
ehe point bf ſubje&tion and obedience. This I take to be little 
leſs than a demonſtration, that this precept of St. Paul cannot be 
underſtogd only of ſubje&ion to powers that had a legal Right. 
| Beſides|this, the reaſon the Apoſtle gives for ſubmiflion to the 
higher powers is not a legal Right, but the Authority. of God ; 
that all power (or every one, who exerciſeth the ſupreme power) 
z5 of God,| and the Ordinance of God, which ſeems plainly intended 
to Wave the diſpute about the legality of the powers, which was . 
the Objection of the Phariſees, againſt ſubmiflion to the Rowan 
power ; and an Obje&ion which no body made but themſelves: 
they thought they were not bound by God to ſubmit to the Ro- 
man powers ; nay, that they were bound by the Law of God not 
to ſubmit] to them, as being unjuſt Uſurpations upon the privi- 
ledges and liberties of God's people , and therefore the Apoſtle 
cel!s chem, that al power x of God ; the powers that be are ordained of 
God, wherein certainly he never intended to juſtifie all the Roman 
Ulurpations , or to vindicate the legality of their power, 
which will as reaſonably juſtifie all the Revolutions that ever 
were in the world ; but to aſſert the providence of God, and 
his ſupream authority, in transferring Kingdoms and Empires , 
in removing Kings, and ſetting up Kings. And when the Apo- 
fele ſays, All power is of God, there is no reaſon to confine this 
zo all legal powers, unleſs it were evidently the Doctrine of 
Scripture, that uſurped powers are not of God , which is ſo far from 
being true, that the contrary is evident ; that the mo## high raleth 
in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to whomſoever be will, 4 Dan. 
17. which is ſpoke with reference to the four Monarchies , which 
were all as manifeſt Uſurpations as ever were in the world , 
and yet ſet up by the decree and counſel of God, and fore- 
told by a prophetick Spirit : and whoever will confine the pow- 
er and authority of God, in changing Times and Seaſons, in remo- 
wing Kings and ſetting up Kings, to Human Laws, ought not to be 
Yiſputed with, | T 
0 


due to Soveraign Powers, &c. 


'To this I add, that this diſtinQion, that only Legal, not Uſar- 
ped Powers, are of God, had made the Apofles direction ſignifie 
nothing, for the great Queſtion had been ſtill undetermined, what 
Powers are of God, and what Powers they muſt obey, if ſome 
Powers be of God, and ſome not. When he ſays, the Powers that 
be, had he confined this to the then preſent Powers, it would have 
dire&ed them. at that time, but had bzen no general direction to 
Chriſtians in other Ages, to obey the preſenc powers, and then 
we have no dire&ion in Scripture, what to do in ſuch diſputed 
Caſes, unleſs by a parity of Reaſon ; and if we muſt obey ſuch 
powers, as the Roman power was, I know very few powers that 
we may not obey : for whatever Legal Right the Roman Empe- 


rors had, who by fear, or flattery, or other arts, extorted ſome. 
kind of conſent from the Senate, it is plain, the Romans themſelves - 


were great Ulurpers, and had no other Right to the greateſt part 
of their Empire, but Conqueſt and Ulſurpation. 


This I'm ſure, the only dire&ion of Scripture is to ſubmit to - 


thoſe who are in Authority, who are in the actual adminiſtration 


of Government, to reverence and obey them, to pray for them, 


to pay Tribute to them, as God's Miniſters, attending continually up- 
on this very thing, and not to reſiſt them ; but there is'not the leaſt 


notice given us of any kind of Duty owing or to be paid toa . 


Prince out of Authority, and removed from the adminiſtration of 
Government, whatever his Right may be : We have no Example 


in Scripture, that any people were ever blamed for ſubmitring to - 
the preſent powers, whatever the Ulſurpation were, though we : 


| have Examples of their being condemned for refuſing to ſubmit to 
them ; witneſs the Propheſies of Feremieb, and the Diſcourſes of 


our Saviour with the Scribes and Phariſees about paying Tribute 


to C2ſar. 


Our Saviour's Argument relies wholly on the poſlefiion of power, . 
whoſe Image and Superſcription hath i ? And if this be a good Rea-- 
ſon, it-is good in all other caſes ; that we muſt ſubmit to all Prin- - 
ces, who are poſleſſed of the Soveraiga power, and are in the full - 


adminiſtration of Government: The Prophet Feremy's Argument 
is Prophecy, or an expreſs Command from God to fubmit to the 
King of Babylon ; and there was great reaſon for an expreſs Com- 
mand from God at that time, becauſe God himſelf. had entailed 
the Kingdom upon David's Poſterity, and therefore -without an 
expreſs Command from God, they could not ſubje& themſelves 
& any other Prince, while any of that Family were living, which 
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which is the reaſon that Febojada the High:Prieft gives for 


 depoſing Athaliab, who had Ulſurped the Throne for fix years, 


and anointing Foaſb the King's Son; bebold the King's Son 
ſhall Reign, as the Lord bath ſaid of the Sons of David: But 
where God has made no entail of the Crown, but the entail 
is only by Humane Laws, there is no need of Prophecy to 
dire& people to ſubmit to. any new Prince, whom God ſets over 
them. | | 

For we muſt obſerve, that this was at the beginning of the foxr 
Monarchies, which God intended ſucceflively to erect, to whom 
he gave the Kingdoms of the World, not excepting his own peo- 
ple Ie; and in that Command he gave to them to ſubmit to 
thoſe Powers, ( which was renewed by Chriſt and his Apoſtles ) 


+has taught all Chriſtians to do ſo too, and not to oppole any Hu- 


mane Right or Intereſt againſt the Divine will and pleaſure, when 
it is ſufficiently declared by the events of Providence. And the 
Prophecy of the four Monarobies is not yet at an end;;. for under 
the fourth Monarchy the Kingdom of Chriſt was to be ſet up, and 
Amtichriſt was to appear, and the increaſe and deſtruction of the 
Kingdom of Antichriſt is to be accompliſhed by great Changes and = 
Revolutions in Humane Governments; and when God has dedla- 

red, that he will change Times and Seaſons, remove Kings, and 
ſet up Kings, te accompliſh his own wiſe Counſels, it juſtifies our 


.neceffary, and therefore innocent compliances with ſuch Revolu- 


tions,-as much as if we were exprefly commanded to do fo, as the 
Fews were by the Prophet Feremiab. This a man may: ſay with- _ 
out Enthuſiaſm, -or pretending to underſtand all the Propheſies of 


-the Revelations, and to apply them to their particular events, for 


without that we certainly know, that all the great Revolutions 
of the World are intended by God to ſerve thoſe great ends; . 
and when God will overturn Kingdoms and Empires, remove 
and ſet up Kings, as he ſees will beſt ſerve the accompliſhment 
of his own Counſels and Decrees, it is very hard, if Subjects 
muſt not quietly ſubmit to ſuch Revolutions: we muſt not con- 
trary to our {worn Duty and Allegiance promote ſuch Revolu- 
tions, upon a pretence of fulfilling Propheſies, but when they 
are made and ſetled, we ought to ſubmit co them. 

Now when we have no dire&tion in Scripture at all about 
making or unmaking Kings, or reſtoring a Giſpoſlefled Prince 


to his Throne again, and all che Commands we have in Scrip- 


cure about Obedience and Subjefion to Government, manifeſtly 
reſpect 


g- 
b : by #7 / Ll Fl * # 


Fd L 5 'Y . 
reſpe&- the LW Ruling Powers, without any diſtin&ion 
between Rightful or Uſurped powers, it ſeems plainly to deter- 
mine this Queſtion on the ſide of the preſent, powers ; at leaſt 
it leaves us to the guidance and conduct of Reaſon in this mat- 
te » and therefore let us impartially conſider what Reaſon 
ays. 

2. I obſerve then. in the next place, that this gives the eaſieſt 
and moſt intelligible account of the Original 'of Humane Go- 
vernment ; that all Power is from God, who is the Soveraign 
Lord of the Worls. 

This has been a very perplext and intricate Diſpute bcth in 
Religion and Politicks, and men have zealouſly eſpouſed dif- 
ferent Hypotheſes, as they have had different ends to ſerve. 

The matter of Fa&t, how Monarchies firſt began, -and what _ 
was the Original of particular Monarchies, is very obſcure for 
want of Hiſtory, which is the only way to know it: Some 
think, all power was originally derived from the Choice and 
Conſent of the People : others aſcribe it to the Right of Con- 
queſt, which they think without more ado confers a Right of 
Government ; others think Conqueſt gives no Right, bur the 
Submiffion of the conquered people, or the long continuance 
.of ſuch an Uſurpation does ; eſpecially when ſuch a Govern- 
ment deſcends from Father to Son, and is become an Inheritance, 
either by Preſcription, or Laws ; which, ſome men think then 
ſo Sacred, that they muſt in' no caſe ſubmit to any ocher Go- 
-vernment, while any Legal 'Heir to the Crown is living, ad 
makes his Claim. | 
' Now Tl think there is no doubt, but ſeveral Governments have 
been begun all theſe. ways, bur ſtill it is God, who by his Provi- 
derice advances men to the Throne, 'and inveſts them 'with his 
Authority by all theſe ways; "for the Authority is Gods, and ic 
. his advancing them to the Throne which gives them' this Au- 
tNority. SF. 
| Te is evident, there is no Natural Authority, but-the Paternal 
and Parriarchal Authority ; and that Monarchies were ered | 
. upon the ruins ot great diminution-of it ; and: whether rhis were 

by conſent, or (as is tfioft pr6bable) by violent Uſurpations, 
of which Nimrod ſeems to have ſet. the firſt Exatnple, it was 
equally unjuſt ; for no Authojity is ſo' Sacred, as. What is Natu- 
ral, which n6-man' had Authority to give away,. or to Uſurp: 
| c 


But by this means God ereted Monarchies, and gave his Au- 
thority to Men, who had no Authority of their own. 

If the Choice and Conſent of the people makes a Prince,then 
no man is a Subje, but he who conſents to be ſo; for the Major 
Vote cannot include my conſent, unleſs I pleaſe ; that is the effe& 
of Law and Compaet or Force, not of Nature. If Subjedts give 
their Prince Authority, they may take it -away again, if they 
pleaſe ; there can be no irreſiſtible Authoricy defived from the 
people ; for if the Authority be wholly derived from them, who 
ſhall hinder them from taking it away, when they ſee fit? Up- 
on theſe Principles, there can be no Hereditary Monarchy; one 
Generation can only chooſe for themſelves, their Poſterity ha- 
ving as much Right to chooſe as they had: 

If Conqueſt gives a Right, then Force, the moſt unjuſt and 
violent Forcezis Right; and then every man by the ſame Rule,who 
is ſtronger than I am, has a Natural Right to govern me. 

Submiſſion is only a forced and after-conſent not to make a 
King, but to own him, who has made himſelf King, and whom 
very often we would diſown and. reje&, were it fate to do fo; 
and what Right can that give more than Force? 

The continuance of an Ulurpation can never give a Right, 
. unleſs that which is wrong can grow right by continuance: An 
Ulſurper by long continuance may out-live thoſe, who formerly 
wore the Crown ; but does it give Right to him, who has none, 
that he out-lives thoſe, who had the Right? For though no body 
elſe has any Right to the Crown, how does this make him a 
Rightful King, who has no Right ? | 

An Hereditary Right is either a continued Uſurpation, which 
can give no Right, or a Right by Law ; that is, by the conſent of 
the people to entail the Crown on ſuch a Family, which, as I ob- 
ſerved before, if Right be reſolyed into the Choice and Conſent 
of the people, cannot be done ; for what _ had my Ance- 
ſtors three or four hundred years ago, to chooſe a King for me? 

So that I cannot ſee where to fix the Foundation of Govern- 
ment, but in the Providence of God, who either by the choice of 


the major or ſtronger part of the people,or by Conqueſt,or by Sub- 


miflion, and the long ſucceſlive continuance of power, or by Hu- 
mane Laws,gives a Prince and his Family pofleflion of the Throne, 
which isa good Title againſt all Humane Claims, and requires the 
Obedience and Submiflion of Subjects as long as God is pleaſed to 
continue him and his Family in the Throne ; but it is no Title a- 
gainſt God, if he pleaſe to adyance another Prince. To 
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To fay that God ſets up no Prince, who aſcends the Throne 
without a Human and Legal Right, is to (ay, that. ſome Kings are 
removed, and others fer up, but not by God ; whichis a dire& 
contradiction to Scripture ; it is to ſay, That the Four Monarchies 
were not ſet up by God, becauſe they all began by Violence and 
Ulſurpation : It isto ſay, That God, as well as men, is contined by 

*Human Laws, in making Kings : It is to fay, That the Right of 
Government is not derived from God, without the conſent of the 
Peoplez for if God can't make a King without the People, or againk 
their Conſent declared by their Laws, the Authority muſt be deri- 
ved from the People, not from God ; or at leaſt if it be God's Au- 
thority, yet God can't give it himſelf without the People, nor 
otherwiſe than as they have dire&ed him by their Laws. 

This is all very abſurd, and what thoſe pzrſons abhor the thoughts 
of, who inlilt ſo much upon a Legal Right, that they will own no 
King, who aſcends the Throne, without it, nor believe that God 
places him there without and againſt a Legal Right : but it they 
would examine themſelves tor what Rexfon they believe that a 


King who has no Right to the Throne, is not ſet up by God, and 


inveſted with his Authority, they will tind, That it muſt ultimately 
reſolve it (elf into the Authority of the People to make Kings, which 


_ 


{It is unjuſt for God himſelf to over-rule and alter 3 for a Legal En- 


tail is nothing more than the Authority of the People; and if the 
People have ſuch an uncontroulable Authority in making Kings, I 
doubt they will challenge as much Authority to unmake them too. 
If the ſole Authority of Government be from God, and God gives 
this Authority only by placing a Prince in the Throne, then by what- 
ever means he does it, it is the ſame thing. When ſuch a Prince is 
ſetled in the Throne, he is God's King and Miniſter, and muſt be 
Reverenced and Obeyed by the People who live under his Govern- 
ment z thus it muſt be, if all Power be of God, 

But there are ſeveral ObjeQions againſt this, which muſt be 
briefly anſwered. 

I, It is obje&ed, That this makes a Prince loſe his Right by 
being notoriouſly injured ; for if a proſperous Uſurper gets into 
the Throne, and ſettles himſelf there, God has taken away his 
Crown, and given it to another ; and therefore he ought not to at- 
tempt the recovery of his Throne ( nor any other Prince to aſſiſt 
him in it ) which is to oppoſe God, and to challenge that which he 
has no longer any Right to. 
x 1 anſwer, 
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I anſwer, By no means : The Providence of God removes. 
Kings.and ſcts up Kings, but altersno Legal Rights,nor forbids thoſe 
who are diſpoſſ:iſed of them, to recover their Right,” when they 
can, While ſach a Prince is in the Throne, it is a declaration of #% 
God's Will, that he ſhall Reign for ſome time, longer or ſhorter, # 
as God pleaſes; and that is an obligation to Subjects to ſubmit and 
obey ; for Submiſſion is owing only to God's Authority 3 but that 
one Prince is at preſent placed in the Throne, and the other remo- 
ved out of it, docs not prove, that it is God's Will it ſhould always 
be ſo, and therefore does not diveſt the diſpoſſeſt Prince of his Le- &* 
gal Right and Claim, nor forbid him to endeavour to recover his Þ 
Throne , nor forbid thoſe who are under no obligation to 
the Prince in poſſcihon, to aſſilt the diſpoſſciled Prince to recover 
his Legal Right : A Legal and Succetlive Right is the ordinary way 
whereby the Providence of God advances Princes to any Hereditary 
Throne : And this bars all other human Claims z but yet God may 
give the Throne to another, it he pleaſes ; and this does not deſtroy 
the Legal Right of the diſpoſſeſſed Prince, nor hinder him from 


' claiming it, when he finds his opportunity, 


But it may perhaps be farther ſaid, If thediſpoſſefſed Prince may 
ſtill have the, Legal Right and Claim to the Crown, and he who is | 
poſſeſſed of the Crown, may have none, is it not very unjuſt in Sub--F :+ 
jeas to pay Allegiance to him who is poſſeſſed of the Throne with- | 
out Right, and to withdraw their Allegiance from him who has 
the Right? Isnot this to juſtitie and ſupport Injuitice and Violence, 
and to oppreſs oppreſſed Innocence and Right? And can the Provi- 
dence of God make that our Duty, which is ſo manifeſtly. unjuſt 
and wicked ? 

T anſwer ; Todeny any man, much more a Prince, what is his 
juſt Right, and which I am. bound to give him, is certainly very 
unjuſt, and that which the Providence of God can never jultitie ; 
but then we muſt confider, What the Prince's Right is; and,. What 
is the Duty of Subjects ; and, When Subjects may be faid to derly 
their Prince's Right. , 

The Right of the Prince is to adminiſter the Government of the 
Nation ; the Duty of Subjects is to ſubmit to his Government, and 
obey his Laws, when he does actually adminiſter the Government ; 
and thoſe who do not refuſe to obey him when he governs, deny # 
him no Right that they owe him 3 for there is no Duty Subjects 7 
owe to Princes, as Subjeds, but to obey them and not to obey, | 
when they don't and can't Govern, is to deny no Right, Yes, | 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 


Yes, you'l ſay, The poſſcilion of the Crown, and the actual Ad- 
miniſtration cf Government, is his Right ; and if we own any other 
Governing Power, wedeny him that Right. 

I anſwer, Suppoſe he have a Legal Right to Govern, but can't; 


* Obedience is not his Right z and therefore to pay my Obedience to 


thoſe who do Govern, is no denial of his Legal Right; but a due 
Submiſſion to the Providence of God, who hath a Right ſuperiour 
to all Human Rights, in the diſpoſal of Crowns and King- 
doms, : 

The Duty of Subjects as ſuch, is to obey their Prince, and ſub- 
mit tohim whilſt he governs, and is in poſſcilion of the Throne : 
But then Kings mult take ſome care alſo to preſerve their Crowns by 
good Government ; and if they will run the hazard of their Crowns, 
thoſe of their Subjecas are: certainly not to be blamed by ſuch a 
Prince, who did nothing to take his Crown from him. 


But ſome it may be will ſay, That ſuch Subjects are bound even in 


ſuch a caſe to maintain and defend their King in his Throne, 
I am not (o very ſure of that ; but this I am ſure of, That when- 
ever People have a good King, it is both their Duty and Intereſt to 


1 * defend him ; and it they be not miſled by the Cunning and Arti- 


tice of ill men, they will certainly do ſo. But if they have a very 
bad one, that notoriouſly violates their Rights, and breaks the Con- 
ſtitution upon which himſelf ſtands, and firikes at the deareſt things 
they have, their Religion eſtabliſhed by Law, and their Properties, 
I doubt the caſe may be altered ; and though every body will not 
ſpeak it out, yet moſt may fay in their hearts, Let him go, if he can- 
not defend himſelf. It is enough in conſcience patiently to bear ſo 
bad a Prince, but a little too much to venture their Lives and For- 
tunes to keep him inthe Throne to oppreſs them ; this is againſt 
Reaſon and Nature, and I know no Law of God which requires 
1t: A Subje&, and a Soldier 3 to Obcy a Prince, and to Fight for 
him, are two things 3 and to be a Subj:& of any Prince, does not 
either by the Laws of God or Man, necefſarily make him a Soldier. 

But have wenot ſworn to the King, his Heirs and Lawful Succe(- 
ſors,” to defend and maintain his Perſon, Crown, and Dignity ? And 
are we not bound by this Oath ? 

I anſwer, 1.1 grant itis ſo; but then we muſt diſtinguiſh two 
parts in this Oath; 1. The Natural Duty of Subjects, which is Faith 
and true Allegiance, or Obedience and Submiſſion to the Govern- 
ment of the King. 2, That Duty = Obligation which is ER 
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ced by Law, to maintain and defend the King's Right tothe Crown, 
and all the Dignitics and Prerogatives of it, which is now made 
a part, no: of cur Natura], but Legal Allegiance, 

The rcaſon of the thing tells us, That this is not an Arbitrary, but | 
real Diſltintionz and then, tho our Natual and Legal Allegiance be 
both included in the ſame Oath , they are-of a dilſtinit Contidera- 
tion. 

N2tural Allegiance, or Obedience and Subjection to Government, 
is duz to the King,confidercd in the actual Adminiſtration of Govern- 
ment, and no otherwiſe, becauſe itcan be paid only to the Regnant 
Prince; and it is due to all Kings; who are ſetled in the Govern- 
ment 3 for it is due to Government, and for that reaſon, to the 
Prince who governs. | 

Legal Allegiance, or Maintenance and Defence, is due only by. 
Law, and therefore can oblige no further than Human Laws do, 
which muſt always give way to the Laws of God ; and therefore 
Natural Allegiance (in caſe of a Competition) vacates. the Obliga- 
tion of Legal Allegiance and Oaths3 'as the Laws of God' and Nacure. 
mult take place of all humane poſitive Laws and Oaths. If then, 
I have ſworn.to maintain and defend my King, who has a Legal: 
Right to the Throne, whatever is. meant by this Maintenance and 
Defence, if he happen to be diſpofſeſſed of his Throne, and another 
Prince placed there,whom, in Reverence to the Authority of God,l am. 
to obey, and ſubmit to, without Refiltancez I am abſolved from my 
Legal Allegiance to maintain and detend my eje&ed Prince, becauſe 
I cannot do it without violating that. Allegiance, which by the Laws 
of God I owe to. the Regnant Prince; for I: cannot defend the diſ- 
poſſeſſed Prince, whom | have ſworn to defend, without oppolting 
and reſiſting the Regnant Prince, whom by the Laws of God I.am 
bound to obey.. os 

2, This Legal Allegiance, or Maintenance. and Defence , is Sworn 
only to a King in Poſſeſſion, and fignifies no more, than to main- 
tain and defend him. in the Poſſeſhon of the Throne, as having a 
Legal Right to it: We can. legally take this Oath only to a King, 
who is in-Poſſkſon, for it muſt be adminiſtred by. his Authority ; 
and the Obligation of Oaths muſt not. be extended beyond the ne- 
ceſlary Signification of Words; now to maintain- and: defend the 
King's Perſon,, Crown, and Dignity, and to- reſtore him to his 
Throne, when heis diſpoſſeſſed, are two very different things ; and 
therefore he, who Swears to maintain and defend, is not-by _— 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 
ef that Oath obliged to reſtore; while a Prince is on the Throne, 


Subje&s are in a capacity to defend and preſerve him there; and - 


therefore may oblige thernſelves to it, and there may be Reaſons 
why this ſhould be exacted from them 3 but in ordinary Caſes, if 
they cannot defend the King in- Poſſeflion , there is little likelihood 
they (ſhould be able to reftore him; and therefore no reaſon, that 
SubjeRs ſhould bind themſelves by ſuch an Oath, 

To venture our Lives and Fortunes to preſerve the King's Perſon 
and Government, while he is in Poſſettion, 1s reaſonable enough z, 
becauſe it is a real Service to our King and Coyntry, to prevent un- 
juſt Uſaurpations, which overturn the Government, and often un- 
ſettle or deſtroy the Laws, and with them the Rights and Liberties 
of Subje&s, as well as the Right of the King z but to Swear 
to do our utmoſt to. refiore the King , when he is diſpoſſefſed, 
is to Swear never to ſubmit to ufurped Powers , but to take 
all Opportuaitics to overthrow fuch Governments to reſtore our 
King, which is contrary to- our Duty, when God removes one 
King, and ſets up another ; which expoſes our Lives and Fortunes 
to ruin, when we cannot ſerve: our King by it; which provokes. 
ſuch new Powers, if they be not more merciful, to ſecure themſelves 
by. rooting out ſuch ſworn. Enemies to their Government; and then 
the Conſequence of this Oath, is, That if our King be driven out 
of the Land, we will follow him into Baniſhment, or venture be-- 
ing hanged at home; that we will diſturb all Governments, and 
. raiſe Rebellions, and Civil Wars, it we can, to reſtore our King, 
tho with the utter Ruin and: Defiruction of the Nation. I believe, 
ſhould all this be exvrefſed in an Oath, there is no Man in his wits 
would take it, for the ſake of the beft Prince that ever ſway'd a. 
Scepter ; and how unreaſonable then is it, to-expound an Oath to. 
ſach a Senſe, as no Man would have taken it in, had it been ex- 
preſſed ? However it appears, that there is ſuch a valt difference be- 
tween maintaining and defending a Regnant Prince, and reſtoring a Diſ-- 
potſeſſed Prince, that to reftore is- not neceffarily included. in maintain-- 
ing. 

"But we Swear not only to the King, but to his Heirs, and Lawful 
Succefſfors, who are not in Actual Pofl:ihon ; and therefore that muft- 
ftignify to give them Poffeiſion : Right! if the King dye pofleft of. 
the Crown, we Swear to maintain the Succeiſion, and to.own the: 
true Heir, for our King 3 but it the King be driven out of Poſſeſſion, 
and. his Heirs with him , -and another Prince poficfſed - of the. 
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"Throne, this Oath can no more oblige us to ſet the Baniſhed 'Heir 
upon the Throne, than to reſtore the Baniſhed King, 

But by ſwearing to the Heirs, and Legal or Lawfil Succeſſors, we 
Swear not to own, or ſubmit to any Prince, who is not the Legal 
Heir. That I deny ; we Swear, if you pleaſe, not to make it our 
AR, not to ſet up any Prince, who is not the right Heirz and we 
Swear to own the right Heir, if he gets Poſſethon ; but we do not 
Swear not to ſubmit to any Prince, who gets into Poſſelfion, an? is 
ſetlcd in the Throne without a Legal Right; the words ſignify no 
ſuch thing, no morgthan Maintaining and Defending, ſignifies Re- 
ſtoring. | 

Wy obſerve further, That this Maintenance and Defence, which 


we Swear of the King's Perſon and Crown, is only a Legal Mainte- 


\ _ 
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nance and Defence; tor the Law will not juſtify, much leſs does it 
command any illegal Defence z and therefore a Legal Oath can ob- 
lige us only to a Legal Defence, 

This is true, with reference to the Caſe; for we are not bound 
to defend the King againſt Law, or when he Subverts the Laws, 
and Liberties,and the Legal Eſtabliſhed Religion of the Kingdom, by 
Illegal Methods. A Sovereign Prince mult not be reliſted by force, 
nor mult he be afſitted and defended againit Law ; for tho the King 
be unaccountable, yet his Miniſters and Inſtruments are not; aud 
no Man is bound to ſerve or defend the King in that, for which 
by the. Law of the Land he may be hanged for a Traytor; and this 
in a lunited Monarchy, ſets Bounds to Sovereign Power ; for un- 
leſs Subjects will betray their own Liberties, and venture to be 
hanged for it, ſuch a Prince cannot hurt them and the late Revo- 
lution teaches us, ( and all Princes ought to take warning by it ) 
how ealily a Prince is ruined, when he has forfeited the Aﬀections, 
and the Legal Defence of his Subjects, by the Exerciſe of an Illegal 
and Arbitrary Power; and if the Oath of Allegiance does not 
oblige Subjects to detend a Prince in the Exerciſe of an Arbitrary 
Power; I think, it much leſs obliges them to reſtore ſuch a Prince, 
and Arbitrary Power with him. 

But that which I mean by a Legal Defence,(let.the Cauſe be what 
it will) is ſuch a Defence, as the Law requires all Subjects to give 
their King ; for a Legal Oath can require ro other Defence than the 
Law requires. 

Now the only Legal Defence, wherein all Subje&s are concern'd, 


is either the Militia, or the Poſſe Comtatus , which are in the Power 


of 
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of the Regnant Prince, and cannot defend a Prince who is out' of 
Poſſeffion; and therefore, if this Oath means only a Legal De- 
fence, it muſt be contined to the King while he is in Potſcetlion, 
and has the Power of the Kingdom in his hands for I ginnot de- 
fend a Diſpoſſeſled Prince by ſerving in the Milizza, or Poſſe Comttatus, 
which is always in the Power of the Regnant Prince. 

But a Prince may raiſe an Army for his Defence, beſides the 
Militia of the Country 3 and this he may do, when he is out 
of Poſſcilion, and Loyal Subjects ought chearfully to ferve him 

in it, | 

' Now here is a great Queſtion, which I am not Lawyer enough 
to decide z Whether a Commilſion granted by a King out of Poflcf- 
ſion, be a Legal Commitſion; but be that how it will, I am ſure, 
there is no Law that requires all Subjects to receive Commilſons 
from the King, tho hebe in Poſſciſion of the Government, nor to Litt 
themſelves Soldiers in his Army; and therefore this is no part of 
that Legal Defence which we Swear. All that Legal Defence which 
we Swear to the King, can be paid only to the King in Poſſeſtion 
© and what we have not Swore, we are not bound to by the Oath 
of Allegiance, which is the only thing we are now inquiring after. 
This the whole Nation, both Prince and People have, futhciently . 
acknowledged, by making and receiving Addreſſes of Lives and 
Fortunes, Which is ſuppoſed to- tignify ſome other defence than the 
Oath of Allegiance obliged them to; and thercfore,were not of the 
mind of thoſe Men, who think their Sworn Allegiance binds them 
to reſtore the King, when Diſpoſſeſſed of his Throne, at the Ex- 
pence of their Lives and Fortunes. 

4+. It is worth conſidering alſo ; That the Oath of Allegiance is: 
a National Oath, and therefore the defence or maintenance we 
ſwear, is National, that is, to join with-our Fellow-ſubje&s in de- 
. fending the King's Perſon and Crown : for ſfingte Subjc&s cannot þ. 
do this by themſclves, and the way to oblige them-all, is to- impoſe: - 
a National Oath to be taken by all Subjects. : 

Now ſuch Oaths as theſe oblige every particular: Man todomno in-: . 
Jury to the King's Perſon or Crown, not to enter into Plots and- 
Conſpiracies againſt him and as for actual' defence, cheartully fo- 
venture his Life and: Fortunes with his Fellow-ſubjecs tor preſerve- 
the King. But in caſe the great Body of the Nation abſolve theme! 
ſelves from. theſe Qaths, and depofe their King, and drive him out: 
of. his Kingdom, wi up: another. Prince in bis room, it. — 
conſt. 


_ 
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conſidering, Whether ſome private men, it may be but a little hand- | 


- ful, are ſtill bound by their Oath, to make ſome. weak and dange- 


rous attempts, and to fight for their King againſt their Country ; 
certainly this was not the intention of the Oath, for it is a National, 
not 2 private Defence, we ſwear ; and therefore a general revolt of 
a Nation, though it ſhould be wicked and unjuſtitable, yet it ſeems 
to excuſe thoſe, who had neither hand nor heart in it, from their 
ſworn defence of the King's Perſon, and Crown, and to make their 
compliance with the National Government innocent and neceſſary. 
For an Oath to tight tor the King, does not oblige us to tight again 
our Country, which is as unnatural, as to fight againſt our King. 
The ſum is this ; God, when he ſees fit, can remove Kings, or ſet 
up Kings, without any regard to human Right , as being the Sove- 
reign Lord of the World , who rules in the*Kingdoms of Men, and 
giveth them to whomſoever he will: but Subjects, in ſetting up, or 
removing Kings, mutt have regard to Legal Right; and if they pull 
down a rightful King, and ſct up a King without right, (unleſs the 
Conſtitution of rhe Government in ſome Caſes ſhould allow it ) 
greatly fin in it, eſpecially when they have (worn the defence of the 
Legal Right, and Legal Succethon : but the Duty and Allegiance of 
Subjects does not immediately reſpe& Right, but the actual admini- 


. ftration of Government, when there is a ſetled Government in a Na- 


Objections 


Anſwer. 


tion; for that is God's Authority, which mult be obeyed : no man 
mult {wear away this, no more than any other part of his Duty ; and 
no man does {wcar. away this by the Oath of Allegiance, as I have 
already ſhown. 

But it will be farther objeGed, That if this Dorine do not take 
away the Legal Right, yet it makes it impoſſible for ſuch an injur'd 
Prince to recover his Right, when all his Subjecs have ſworn Alle- 
giance to a new Prince, and therefore canno longer afliſt him. 

I anſwer ; This may be called a difficulty in Providence, if you 
pleaſe, but it is no difhculty to the Subje&t, if he purſue his Duty 
in it, unleſs a paſſionate affection for the diſpoſſeſſed Prince make it 
a Gifficuley : but ſuch a misfortune as this, can rarely happen to a 
beloved Prince ;z and when Subjects are overpowered by force, and 


can neither defend themſelves, nor their Prince, there is no remedy 


left but to yield to neceſſity, and leave every thing elſe to the Di- 
vine Providence. ! 


The Divine Providence has ways and methods of removing Kings, 
and ſetting up Kings, which we are not aware of, nor concerned 
to 
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to know, becauſe it is no part of -our duty : No man could have 
foreſcen,how Ch. II. ſhould have returned,who had a powerful Army 
againſt him; or F. II. be driven out of his Kingdom,at the Head of 
a powerful Army, without. ſhedding of blood. AU the Plots and 
Conſfpiracies of the. Loyal Party were vain, and had no other effect, 

- but tobring ſome worthy and gallant Men to an unhappy end ; but 
what they could not do, God did without them ; and all ſuch Ca- 
ſes we muſt leave to God. 

But does not this encourage daring and ambitious Spirits to graſp ObjeUiom. 
at Crowns, and invade their Neighbours, when they know that Suc- 
cels gives them Sovereign Authority, and obliges Subjecs, not- 
withltanding all former Oaths, to pay all Duty and Allegiance ts 
them ? 

Ambitious and daring Spirits need no other encouragement but 4nſwer. 
Power to graſp at Crowns ; and if they have this, they value no 
more : promiſe them but Succeſs, and they will try, whether Sub- 
jects will obey or not. I dare ſay, ſuch men never took it into con- 
ſideration, whether Subjects would think themſelves bound in Con- 
ſcience to obey them, in caſe they prevailed ; they ſeldom trouble 
themſelves about Conſcience, but trult to other Arguments to ſecure 
their Thrones, when they have once gotten them. And if they 
take this NoQtine all together, as; they muſt do, if they encourage 
theix Ambition, by Reaton, -and Principles, -it will give no encou- 
ragement to Ambitious Spirits without a great doſe of Enthuſiaſm : 
For if the Kingdoms of the World be diſpoſed by God, and no Art 
or Power can place any Prince on the Throne, but by God's appoint- 

- ment, unleſs they can flatter themſelves , that Ged has ordain'd 
them to be Kings, it will check all-their ambitious Attempts, which 
God can ſo cafily defeat... " 
But if - this DoEtrine ſhould prove inconvenient to Princes, and 
dangerous to their Thrones ; 1 am ſure the contrary Dodtine is 
> much more dangerous to Subjects, when any ſuch Revolution hap- 
pens for-it ſacritices them, to the rage and fury of Conquering and 
Reigning Princes, when they are-obliged-by Principles of Conſci- 
ence to oppoſe and diſpwn their Government , which it is folly to 
think any Prince will endure; and though 1 have as great a reve- 
rence for Princes as any man, Ido not think the Right and Interef 
of any Prince fo conſiderable, as the Safety and Preſervation of a 


Nation; and the Lives and-Fortunes of all his Subjecs. 


F In 


34 


Anſw. 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 


\-Ina word, The Obje&ors do not think it a ſufficient Confuta- 
tion of the Do&rine of Non-refiftance, and Paſſive Obedience, to 
ſay, That this puts it into the King's power, to invade the Laws 
and Liberties, the Lives and Fortunes, of his Subjects at pleaſure ; 
and yet there is more danger of -this from an Ambitious and Arbi- 
trary Prince, than there js, that the Dodrine of Obedience and Sub- 
miſſion to the Goyerning Powers, ſhould encourage Ambitious Spi- 
rits to invade their Neighbours Thrones 3 the Divine Providence 
takes care of all ſuch extraordinary Caſes, and there we mult leave 
them. | 

But have not Pyrates and Robbers as good a Title to my Purſe, 
as an Uſurper has.to the Crown, which he ſeizes by as manifeſt 
force and violence ? Does not the Providence of God order and 
diſpoſe all theſe events? And are we not bound then as much to 
ſubmit to Pyrates, as to Uſurpers ? 

The diſpute is not about human and legal Right in either Caſe, 
but about Authority, which is the only reaſon of a conſcientious 
fabjeftion ; now no Man pretends, that Thieves and Pyrates have 
God's Authority, to which we mult ſubmit ; but the Scripture ex- 
preſly tells us, That Kingdoms are diſpoſed by God ; That all 
Power is of God ; and therefore when any Prince, by what 
unjuſt means ſoever /, - with reſpe& to Men , . is placed in the 
Throne, and fetled there, He is advanc'd by God, is God's Ordi- 
nance, God's Minifter, and muſt be obeyed for Conſcience ſake: 
And therefore the outrages of Thieves and Pyrates are very-imper- 
tinently alledged in this Cauſe. They have. force and violence, 
which every Man muſt ſubmit to, when he cannot help it ; but So- 
veraign Power is God's Authority, though Princes may be advan- 
ced to it by no honeſter means, than Thieves take a Purſe, or break 
open my Houſe, and take my Money, or Goods. The beginnings of 
the four Monarchies were no better, and yet their Power was God's. 

But did not Fehojada the High»prieſt anoint Foaſh the King's Son, 
and depoſe and kill 4thalizh, who had uſurped -the Throne 'for fx 
years? And did he think then, that an Ufurper's'poſſeſhon of the 
Throne, required the Allegiance and Fidelity and Obedience of the 
Subje& ? | 

: All that this Story amounts to, is no more than this, That 
when the Legal and Rightful Heir is actually pofſefſed of his Throne, 
Subjets may return to their Allegiance, -and by the Authority of 


their King proſecute the Uſurper ; for Foaſh was firſt anointed and 
pro- 


due to; Sovereign Powers, &c. 
proclaimed, before- any one ſtirred a finger againſt Arbaliah: Now 
this is a very different Caſe from railing Rebellions againſt a Prince, 

who is in the poſſeſſion of the Throne , to reſtore an cje&ed 
Prince. | 

- 2, But this was a peculiar Caſe; for God himſelf had entailed 
the Kingdom of 7z4ah on the poſterity of David, and therefore no- 
thing could juſtify their ſubmiſhon to an Uſarper, when the King's 
Son was found, to whom the Kingdom did belong by a Divine 
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entail; and by this, Jehojada juſtifies what he did, Behold, the King's V. 3. 


ſon fhall reign, as the Lord hath ſaid of the ſons of David. Now when 
God has entailed the Crown by an expreſs declaration of his Will, 
atid nomination of the Perfon, or Family, that ſhafl Reign ( as'it. 
was in the Kingdom of Jn42h ) Subjects are bound to adhere to 
their Prince of God's chuting, when he is known, and to perſe- 
cute all Ufarpers to the utmoſt; ang never fabmic to their Govern- 
rhent'; . but in other Kingdoms, where God mikes vet, 264 en- 
tails the Crown, not by exprefs nomination, but by his Providence, 
the placing a Prince in the Throne, and-fetling him there in the full 
adminiſtration of the Government, is a reaſon to ſubmit to him, as 
to God's Ordinance and Minifter. | 


But it is further urged; That according to thefe Principles, all Obje@, 


Kings ate {et up by God, *and yet God expreſly charges Tra! with 
making Kings without him, "Hoſea 8. 4. They have ſet up Kings, but 


not by me \ they have made Princes, and I knew it not. 


Now 1. This is not true as to all the Kings of Iſrael, after their Anſw. 


ſeparation from the Tribe of ' Fadab ;, for Tome of the Kings were 
ſe up by God's own appointment and nomination, 4s Ferohoam and 
Febx, and: their, poſterity ; So that 'this can be true only of choſe 
Kings, who Reigned over Iſrael between the Poſtcrity of Feroboam 
and Febu, and after the Kingdom was taken from the Line of 


Jeb, 772i 
2. One of theſe Kings was Bzaſhah, who flew Nadzb, the Son'of r Kings 


Feroboam, and tiade hitnfetf King without God's expreſs ,nomina-, 15. 27. 
tion and- appoiritment, and yet God tells him, 1 exalied thee out of 16: 2 


the duft, and made thee Prince over my people Iſrael. And all the other 
Kings, who were not nominated by God, nor anointed by any Pro- 
phet, no more: than Baaſha was, were. yet {et up hy God, as, he 
me ET REN earn 5c) yt: AS 
'3. The true Ahfwer then is this es was origanally'a Thneragy 
que 
2 


as well is Judah; and though God afloived thein at their Te 
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to have Kings, yet he reſerved the appointment of them to himfelts: 
and therefore, as in the Kingdomggst 7«dab, he entailed-the Crown. 
on David's Poſterity, ſo he appdhted Feroboam to be the. tirii King, 
in Iſrael, and they ought, when that Line was cut off, to have con- 
ſulted God, and received his nomination, by his- Prophets, of a 
new Ktvg 3 but inſtead of that, when Feroboam's Line, and Febw's,, 
were cut off, who were the only Kings named by God, and a- 
nointed by his Prophets, they ſubmitted. to any, who. could ſet 
themſelves over them : This was a great fault in a people who were. 
under the immediate Government of God ; for hereby they fell out 
of the ſtate of Theocracy, into. the common condition: of. the reft.of 
the World, where Kings are ſet up by the Providence of. God, as. 
Baaſha was, but not by his appointment and nomination 5. which. 
was the privilege of Iſrael, but which it ſeems they deſpiſed and. 
negle&ed, as no privilege. or favour z. as great a Crime, as for Eſa. 
to coitemn his Birth-right 3 and-therefore are very; juſtly. reproved. 
for it by God, and charged with it as a great crime, . it being in ef- 
fe&, a. renouncing their. prerogative, of. being God's peculiar Peo- 
ple. 

34ly, To juſtify this Do@rine of. Obedience and Allegiance to. 
the preſent Powers, there is an Argument, which I know-ſome Men 
will not-like, but muſt. be a. good Argument to thoſe, who malt ſcru- 
ple the new Oath; viz. That it is founded.on the fame Principle with. 
the Doctrine of Non-reſiftance and Paſſive-obedience, and. therefore both. 
muſt be true, or both falſe ;, for it is founded on this Principle, 
That God' makes Kings , and inveſts them with. his Authority ;; 
which equally proves, That all Kings, who have. received. a Sove-: 
raign Authority from God, and are. in-the aQual adminiſtration of 
it (which is the only evidence we have that they have received it 
trom. God ) mult be obeyed, and muſt not.be reliſted. Set alide. 
this Principle, That all Soveraign Princes receive their Authority 
from God, and I grant that Non-reliſtance. is-nonſenfe; for there 
I no other irreliftible Authority, but that of God. -If God have 
' ' given. a. Soveraign Authority to them, they are immediately. his. 
Miniſters, and unaccountable to their Subjects ; but if they receive. 
theis Authority from. Men, and human Laws, I cannot imagine, 
that their. Power is any more than a Truſt, of. which they, muſt give. 
an account to-thofe who have entruſted them with it, according to. 
thoſe Laws, by, which. they. were entruſted.to. cxerciſe that Power ;, 
&r:whether: there. be any expreſs proviſion made. in.the Law to call. 
| them, 
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them toan account or not, the nature of the thing proves, that if 
they receive their Power from Men, they are accountable to them ; 
for thoſe who give Power, may take an account of the uſe and 
abuſe of it. | | 

Fam ſure St. Paul, -who moſt expreſly teaches this DoQrine of Rom. 13; 
Non-reſiſtance, joyns theſe two together, Obedience to the preſent 
Powers, an41 Non-refiſtance, and deduzcs them both from the ſame 
Principle, That all Power is of God: Let every ſoul be ſubjed to the 
higher powers, for all pawer is of God z, the powers that be, are ordained of 
God, be therefore that reſiſteth the power, reſiteth the ordinance of God, and 
they that refijt, ſhall receive to themſelves damnation. 

And Bp. OveraPs Convocation Book, which is lately publiſhed, the 
principal defign of which is to aſſert the irreſiſtible Authority 
of Sovereign Princes, does as plainly afſert this too, That all ſetled 
Governments, whatever their beginnings were, have God's Au- 
thority, and mult be obeyed'z of which, more above ; For thoſe 
wiſe Men., who fate in that Convocation, plainly ſaw the nece(-- 
fary connexion between Non-reliſtance, and Obedience to the pre- 
ſent Powers; both which were equally reſolved into the Authority. 
of God, in removing Kings, and ſetting up Kings. So that Obe- 
dience and Allegiance to the preſent Powers, when they-are once: 
well ſetled. among us, is fo far from being a renouncing of the. - 
Dodtrine of Non-reliftance and Paſſive-obedience, that thoſe who re-- 
fuſe to comply, muſt renounce the only Principle whereon that. 
Dodrine is reaſonably founded, and conſequentially renounce the. 
Dodrine it ſelf. #7 

4thly, To ſay,” That when the Divine Providence has: removed 
one King, and ſetup another, we muſt not own. this new Prince, 
nor pay the Duty of Subjects to him, if he have no- Legal Right,. 
is to deny God's Authority. to remove Kings, or to ſet- up. Kings. 
againſt Human Law; for he cannot make. a King ,. if he cannot 
oblige us to obey him 3. nor. can he remove a King, it he cannot: 
diſcharge us from our Allegiance to him ; and thoſe are bold men: 
who will venture toſay,in plaincontradiction to Scripture, that. God. 
cannot remove or ſet up Kings. 

5thly. Nay this limits the Providence of God, in governing Kings, 
and protecting Innocent and Injured Subjects: We.ſay, the Paniſh-- 
ment of. Sovereign Princes, whoare unaccountable.to their Subjects; . 
is peculiar-to.God, who-is the King of kings3- and thus we anſwer: 
the Objedtions-againit Non-Reliſtance, That. if Princes we Franc 

| Wer; . 
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Power, God will puniſh them for it, and deliver their oppreſſed 
Subje&s; but it ſeems God has no way to do.this, but either to turn 
their hearts,or to take them out of the World; for he cannot remove 
them from the Throne ; or if he dces, the Subjects are never the 
becter for it ; for they muſt not own any ther Prince, though he 
weuld be never fo kind to them ; but mult bring new calamities 
upon themſetves by an obftinate adhering to their old Prince, and 
provoking the new one: This ſeems very hard, that when God has 
actually delivered us, we mult refuſe our deliverance; That we will 
not allow God to deliver us, unleſs he do it by Law; as if God 
were as much contined to human Laws, as Men are : It is enough, 
methinks, if we ſuffer patiently, without violating the Laws to de- 
liver our ſelves; but let God who is above all human Laws, deli- 
ver us what way he pleaſes. | 
6thly, That which is fill more conſiderable, is the neceſſity of 
Government to preſerve human Societies z for human Societies muſt 
not diſſolve into a Mob, or Mr. Hobbs's ſtate of Nature, becauſe the 
Legal Prince has loſt his Throne, and can no longer govern. Biſhop 
2uicquis Sanderſon tells us, That the cnd of Civil Covernment, and of that 
exim fnis Obedience which is due toit, is the Safety and Tranquility of Hu- 
alicujſus man Societics ; and therefore whatever is neceſlary 4nd uſeful to 


mew f, a this end, becomes our Duty ; for the End preſcribes the Means. 


eſt, eatenns fieri oporter, in auantum ei fini conſequendo neceſſarium wel utile videbitur. Civila 
eutem regimints, ejuſque que ipſi debita eft obedientia, finis eſt, humane Societatis ſalus & tran= 
quilitas, De Oblig. Conſc. Prel. 5. Sett. 19. 


And therefore this Great Man, and the moſt zealous Loyaliſts, do 
own'it lawful fox Subje&ts topay ſome kind of ſubmiffion, and com- 
pliance, to Uſurped Powers. Let us then examine what it is they al- 
low, and whether it anſwers the great End, which gives Law in 
all theſe Caſes, The ſafety and tranquility of Human Societies. 

Ibid. Set. They grant then, that we may obey the Laws of ſuch a Prince, 
16,17, 18, who has no Right or Authority to make them, if they contain no- 
”— thing which- is finful (which is an exception againſt all Laws, 
whatever Prince makes them) ard may defend our Countrey againſt 

a Foreign Enemy, may adminiſter Juſtice to reward the Good, and 

niſh the' Wicked, and preſerve the Trade and Commerce of the 

Nation: but then we muft have no regard to the Anthority of the 

Prince, vor of his Laws'; for he has no-Authority, and his Laws do 

not oblige the Conſcience 3 but we may thus-far comply to preſerve 

our 


due to Sovereien Powers, &c. 


eur ſelves, our Lives, and Fortunes, and Eftates, and for the good 
of the Community.and out of gratitude to the Reigning Prince for his 
prote&ion , and the many Bleflings they enjoy under his Govern- 
ment ; though a late Writer thinks this gratitude a little too much, 
and not owing to an Vſurper; which ſeems ſtrange; for I will thank 
any man, and make grateful Returns too, of his kindneſs, who has 
power ( whatever his Authority be ) to do me hurt, and does me 
none, but a great deal of good. I am ſorry Loyalty , which is a 
\ very great Virtue, ſhould put men out of conceit with any kind or 
inſtances of Gratitude; - which I think is not a leſs Virtue than that. 
' But tho I greatly reverence the profound Judgment of Biſhop San- 
derfon, 1 cannot be of his mind in this point; if. the Safety and 
Tranquility of Human Societics requires any thing of us, it both re- 
quires and juſtifies a great deal more. * | 

For 1. As he ſtates the matter, this deſtroys Civil Government, 
and a governed Society for here is neither King, nor Subjec, no 
Authority to Command, nor Duty to Obey urs. I ſuppoſe no Man, 
who conſiders it well, will call this a Civil Government, or a Ci- 
vil Society, to which Authority and Obedience is Efſential: He 
would have a Civil Society preferved, this is the fundamental Law 
of all ; but he will allow.no Authority to ſupport it , which is as 
vain a deſign, as to reſolve to maintain the Superſtrucure, but to 
take away the Foundation. The Prince governs by force without 
Authority z the Subje& obeys for fear or gratitude, without a ſenſe 
of Duty, which may laſt as long as the Prince has Power, or the 
Subjects are in good Humour, and no longer; and is this a ſure 
bottom, for the Safety and Tranquility of Human Societies? If Hu- 
man Socictics muſt be preferved, then the neceſſities of Government 
give Authority to the Prince, and lay an Obligation of Duty on 
the Subjx&; if God will preſerve Human Societies, we mutt 
conclude, that when he removes one King out of the Throne, 
he gives his Authority-to him whom he places there ; 'for 
without Authority, Human Societies muſt disband ; Power 
may tye them together a while, but can never unite them-into a 
yo Body, without the Bands and Ligaments of Duty and Con- 
CIcnice. 

2. For I would ask, Whether the care of my own Prefervation, 
and the publick Duty, and Gratitude to the Government for my 
Protection, do oblige me in Conſcience to obey and ſubmit to the 
Government, and the Prince who Governs, and+-to wiſh and "i 
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for, and do my utmoſt to endeavour their Proſperity ? If it does, I 
ſee no difference between this and Allegiance ; and what I am bound 
in Counſcience to do, I may ſwear to do: If it does not, them am 
at Liberty to diſturb the Government , notwithſtanding all my 
gratitude, when I can; nay, am 'under Obligation by my Al- 
tegiance to the Diſpoſſeſſed Prince, to do it when I can; and how 
does this contribute to the Safety and Tranquility of Human Socie- 
tics ? 

3. Suppoſe then the Government does not think its ſelf ſafe, to 
leave all Men at Liberty to diſturb it when they pleaſe, and when 
they have a promiling Opportunity to do it , but ſhould require an 
Oath of Fidelity from them, which, we ſee, is the univerſal Pra- 
Rice of all Governments z what ſhall Subje&s do in this 
Caſe? | . 

According to theſe Principles, no Subje& ,, when his Rightful 
Prince, to whom he owed, or to whom he had ſworn Allegiance 
(which the Biſhop makes the ſame Caſe) is diſpoſſeſied, ought to 
{wear Fidelity and Allegiance to any other Princez and. now, then 
let us ſuppoſe, that they all did their Duty, and refuſed this Oath, 
and the Prince had power enough to! compel them ; what muſt be 
the effe& of this, but the utter Ruin and Deſtruction of the Nati- 
on? The Land, indeed, would remain as it was, and where it 
was, for that can't be removed ; but the People of it muſt either be 
deftroycd, or impriſoned, or tranſplanted into ſome Foreign Coun- 
tries, as was formerly practiced in the Eaſtern Conqueſts , witneſs 
the Ten Tribes, who were carried away Captive, and the Country 
new peopled ; and is not this a Diſſolution of Human Society ? And 
if the Preſervation of Human Society, be the great ultimate end of 
Government, and will juſtify what it makes neceſſary , nothin 
can be a Duty, which if univerſally obſerved , muſt unavoidably 
in all ſuch Revolutions of Government, deſtroy Human Socie- 
ties. 

For to ſay, That it can never be ſuppoſed, that all,' or the great- 
eſt part of any Kingdom in ſuch Revolutions will adhere to their 
Duty, and obſtinately refuſe to ſwear Allegiance to a new Prince, 
and that is ſufficient to preſerve the Nation, tho ſome few conſcien- 
tious People ſuffer by it, does not alter the Caſe; for ſtill, accord- 
ing to theſe Principles, Human Societies in ſuch Revolutions can- 
not be preſerved without Sin; for if all Men did their Duty, they 
muſt all be deſtroyed : Now, I believe it will be hard to perſwade 
any 
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any conſidering Men , that that which in ſuch Caſes is neceſſary to 
preſerve a Nation, is a Sin; and that which will infallibly deſtroy 
it, is a Duty and Virtue; if we allow the ſafety and preſervation of 
Human Societies, to be the great Law of all. 

4. I obſerve further , that as cautioas as the Biſhop is, That we 
ſhould pay Obedience to Uſurped powers, without owning their Au- 
thority ; yet he is forced to allow us to do ſuch things for the pub- 
lick Good, as cannot be done without owning the Authority z as 
' the Defence of our Country againſt a Foreign Enemy, and the Ad- 
miniftration of publick Juſtice; fer this mult be done by Commif- 
ſion from the King, and, I ſuppoſe, to take a Commithon from him, 
owns his Authority, and owns it to be a good Authority z for it 


they hang any Man cither by Military Diſcipline, or Civil Juſtice, 


and have not good Authority for it, they are Murderers, - The 
truth is, to exerciſe all the Acts of Civil Government, which are 
neceſſary for the Community , without owning the Authority. of 
the Prince, in whoſe Name, and by whoſe Authority all is tranſ- 
acted, is a Riddle to me; if we muſt not own the Authority of the 
Prince, we muſt do nothing by his Authority, and then Civil Go- 
vernment in ſuch Caſes muſt ceaſe, and Human Societies diſſolve. 
So that the preſervation of Human Societics does of neceſſity force 
ns to own the Authority, even of ies Powers; and it the preſer- 
vation of Human Societics be'the end of Civil Government, and 
the reaſon of that Obedience which we owe to Government, as the 
Biſhop aſſerts z then when an obſtinate Allegiance to the Diſpoſſeſled 
Prince muſt diffolve Civil Government, - the reaſon of that Allegi- 
ance ceaſes , and therefore that Allegiance mult be at an end ; and 
when Allegiance to Uſurped Powers, is necefliry to the preſervation 
of the Society, it muſt become a Duty. | 


4T 


5. The Biſhop reſolves all this into the preſumed Conſent of the 18;4. ge 


ejected Prince, that his Subjed&s ſhould rather conſult their own 21. 


ſafety by a modeſt compliance with the preſent Powers, than bring 
certain Ruin upon themſelves by an unſeaſonable Oppolition ; Now 
tho I confeſs, I lay no ſtreſs upon a preſumed Conſlent; yet, if we 
will preſume, we ſhould preſume all that'is reaſonable, that is, all 
that is neceſſary for the Preſervation of his Subje&s, when he can 
govern them, and prote& them no longer; and then we may pre- 
{ume his Conſent to Oaths of Allegiance and Fidelity, when this is 
neceſſary to their preſcrvation; anJ4 I can very ealily preſume, that 
Princes think this a leſs fault, _ ſome Subjes do; they know 

| -. | | what 
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what they themſelves expe from Subjects, where they have Power,. 
whatever their Right be, and therefore cannot complain of their: 
Subjects , if they pay it to another Prince, in whoſe Power they 
are; this is the Practice of the whole World, and Princes know 
it; and may as reaſonably be preſumed to allow it, as any other- 
Ad of Obcdience and Subjccion, to Uſurped Powers. And tho I 
will not meddle with that Queſtion , Whether a King's leaving his 
Kingdom in a great Fright, without any one to Govern and Pro- 
te& his Subjects, be to all intents and purpoſes an Abdication of 
the Government ? Yet one may reaſonably preſume , that a King, 
who forſakes his Kingdom to conſult his own Safety, will give his 
Subje&s leave to conſult theirs if this will juſtify a King to 
fave himf{elf by leaving his Kingdom ; why will it not juſtify Sub- 
jects, when their King has left them, to fubmit and comply with 
the prevailing Powers, as far as is neceflary to preſerve themſelves ?. 
That is, even by Oaths of Allegiance, if that be neceffary: Sclt- - 
pre{ervation is as much a Law to Subjefs, as to the Prince; and he 
is as much ſworn to Govern and Prote& his Subjects, as they are 
to Obey and Detend him; and if the neceſſities of Self-preſervati- 
on abſfolve him from his Oath of governing and prote&ing his 
Pcople; I delire to know, why the ſame neceility will not abſolve 
Subje&ts from their Oaths to their Prince ? Proteftion and Allegi- 
ance are nct {o reciprocal, as to be the neceflary Conditions of 
each other ; that if a Prince violate his Oath of Governing by Law, 
and inſtead of Protecting does Oppreſs his Subjects , Subjc&ts are 
then freed from their Oath of Allegiance, ahd may take Arms againti 
their Prince; for tho Protection and Defence are the Duties of Re- 
latives, of a Prince and his Suvjeds; yet they are not necclarily 
ſuch Rclative Duties, as that neither of -them can be performed 
unleſs both be. A Prince may govern by Law, and frote& his 
Subjects, and yct in Fact they deny their Allegiance to him ; and 
Subjects miy pay their Allegiance to their Prince when he Oppreſ- 
ſes them thcſe Duties may be diſtinly and ſeparately-obſerved, 
and therefore do not in their own Nature, cither infer or deftroy 
each other. Fur Government . and Allegiance are ſuch Rela- 
tives, as do mio ſe pinere & tolere; the one cannot ſubſilt 
- without the other : it the Prince caw't Govern , the Subje& cart- 
Obvey ; and therefoxe , as far.as he quits his Government , he 
quits their Allegianee, and leaves his SubjeRs as he docs his Crown, 
to be poſtefſed by another , and muſt recover them both __—_— 
c 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 
He may have a Legal Right to both, but he cannot actually have 
the Subjects Allegiance without the Crown z nor can Subjects pay 
him their Allegiance, without his being refiored to the Poſſellion of 
his Throne, no more than they can obey, when he can't command ; 
or fubmit, when he has no Power to govern; or defend his Perſon 
and Crown, when he has withdrawn his Perſcn, and left his Ctown. 
This is as certain as any Propotition in Logick,; and to extend Alle- 
giance bcyond the Actual Adminiltration of Government, is to pre- 
{trve a Relative without its Correlate : for when one of the Rela- 
tives is lott, the-Relation is deſtroyed, and nothing but the Memory 
of it left. | | 

7thly, Theſe Principles anſwer all the ends of Government, 
both for the ſecurity of the Prince and Subjects, and that is a good 
Argument to þelieve them true. | 

A Prince who is in Poſſeſſion, is ſecured in Poſſeſſion by them, (as 
far as any Principles can ſecure him ) againſt all Attempts of his 
Subje&ts, who muſt reverence God?s Authority in him z and ſubmit 
to him without Reſiltance, though they are ill uſed. | 

They will not indeed ferve the Revolutions of Governnfent, to 


remove one King, and (et up another 3 and if they would, Princes 


might be jealous of them ; for whatever Service they might do them 
at one turn, they might do them as great Diflervice at another : 
The Revolutions ot Government are not the Subjeds Duty, but 
God's Prerogative ; and therefore it is not likely that he has pre- 
ſcribed any certain Rules or Methods for the overturning and 
changing Government, which he keeps in his own hands, and 
which when he ſees fit todo it, henever wants ways and means of 
doin . . | 
_ when any Prince is fetled in the Throne, by what means ſo- 
ever it be, theſe Principles put an end to all diſputes of Right and: 


Title, and bind his Subjects to him by Duty and Conſcience, and a 


| Reverence of God's Authority ; which is the faſteſt hold he can 
poſlibly have of them z for thoſe whom Religion will not bind, no- 
thing but Force can. | | 
And therefore theſe are the only Principles which in fuch Revo- 
lutions can make Government eafie both to Prince and People; and 
. if Government muſi be preſerved in all Revolutions, thoſe are the 
beſt Principles which are mot for the caſe and ſafety of it. - = 
- But on the other hand, fuch an immoveable and-tmalterable Al- 
legiance, as is thought due only m= a Legal Right and Title, and 
| | 2 Wu 
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muſtbe paid to none, but toa Legal and Rightſul Prince, ſerves no- 
ends of Government at all ; but overturns all Government, when; 
| ſuch a Prince is diſpoſſefſed of his Throne, how'long ſoever he con-: 
tinue diſpoſſfſed: And: what long Inter-regnums may. this occalion, to 
* the diſſolution of Human Societies * 
£ If you ſay that thisis the beſt Principle to prevcnt all Revolutions 
of Government, when it is known, that Subje&s are bound in Con- 
ſcience not to ſubmit to any Illegaland Uſurping Powers z and this. 
is. very much for the. peace and ſecurity of Human Societies 3 E 
an{wcr, Fe, 

I, If this Principle would prevent all Revolutions of Govern- 

' ment, it is a demonſtration againſt jc, that it is a bad Principle, a 
meer Human Invention, which cannot come from God. For tince 
God has reſerved to himſelf his Sovereign Prerozative of removing; 
Kings, and ſetting up Kings.z. fince this is ſometimes neceſſary for 
the preſervation of the Church, and the deliverance of the Goods 
from Oppreſtion and Tyranny, and for the juſt Puniſhment either of- 
King or People ; it_is impoſſible that he ſhould give any ſuch Laws: 
to mankind.. as ſhall debar him from the excrcife of- this Preroga- 
tive, in what way hepleaſes ; yet it is certain. God cannot make 
Kings, if he cannot oblige Subjects to obey them and that he can= 
got do. if-chey muſi-obey and ſubmit only to Legal Kings: 

2, It is evident,” Ehat-this Principle was either unknown to the 
World before, ( and thatis an argument that it is not the naturaF 
{egſe of mankind ), or.cHc, That this Principle cannot-prevent the 
Revolutions of Government-; tor there have been ſuch Revolu- 
tions in.all Ages, and I: believe will be to th2 end of the World. 

3. Since then ſuch Revolutions will happen, ſuch Principles as 
mult difſplve Haman Societies , when ſuch Revolutions happen, or 
expoſe the moſt innocent and conſcientious men to the greateſt Suf= 
ferings, without ſerving avy good end by them, cannot be tiue ; 
for the end of Government is the Preſervation of Human Societies, 
and therefore that can þe no good Principle of Government, which 
in any turn of Aﬀairs, if purſued, muſt diſſolve Human So-. 
cicties. 4, 

Nor can that be a true Principle, which-at any time obliges ho-. 
neſt ren toloſe their Lives,their Eſtates,their- Liberties,in oppoſition 
to the Government : of the Nation: wherein they live, when they 
may preſerve them all by Obedience and Submiſſion to the Govern- 

ment: 1 am ſpxe_the Scripture teaches us to ſuffer patiently. in Obc« 


dience - 
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dience to Government, but not to ſuffer in Oppoſition to it : And 
when the very Reafon-of. our Obedience tv Government, is for the 
preſervation of Haman' Societies,. and that we our '{elves may enjoy 
the Bleſſings of: Government, it ſeems very ſtrange to extend this 
Daty to the overthrow of -Human Societies, and to deny our ſelves 
the Security and the Bl:flings of Government ; which is to extend 
a Duty to ſuch caſes, as contradi the only Reaſon, whereon' that 
Duty. is founded. " *S=#2D 
It is true, we maſt inall caſes be contented to ſuffer in doing our 
Duty ; -for. we mult chuſe rather to ſuffer than to hin; an1 it is no 
Argument that any thing ceaſes to be my Duty, becauſe it expoſes 
me to Suffering: But-then-we muſt be very ſure that it is our Duty 3.” 
that it is exprcily enjoyned us by the Laws of God or Nature, before - 
we venture to ſuffer tor it ; But: when we are to learn our Duty; 
not from any exprefs Law of God cr Nature, but from the Rea- 
ſon and Nature of. things, it is a ſufficient Argument, that is not | 
my Daty, which will expoſe m2 to great Sufterings, without ſerving . 
any good end ; nay, which expoſes-me to Sufferings, for contradict- 
ing the natural end and intention of that Duty, tos-which I pretene- 
to ſuffer. '- (TH: on 
4. Bat let us grant thit this Principle is the beſt* Security to the . 
Rights of Princes is the Right of - any Prince fo Sacred as to ſtand 
in competition. with the very being of Human Societies, and the . 
fafety and preſc.rvation of all his Subjeas:? And muſt we then de- - 
fend a Prince's Right, with«the deſtruction of the' Nation, and the 
Ruir: of -all -his Subje&ts > Which is mokt neceſſary, That the Nati» 
on ſhould be governed, or, That ſuch a Prince ſhould--govery it 2 
And if he be driven out of his Kingdoms, and cannot govern; mutt - 
we then-have no Government ? Or how ſhall the Nation be governs 
ed, if Subjects are bound-in conſcience to- obey, and pay Allegiance ' 
to no other Prince ? This is to :make: all mankind the Slaves and 
Properties of Princes 3 as if all:mzn were- made for Princes, not - 
Princes fos the governmemt of. men-: | 
This, I think, is abundantly ſuthcient to juftifie our- Obzdience 
and Allegiance to the preſent. Powers, though it ſhould at any time - 
happen, that the Legal and Rightfal Prince ſhould loſe- his Throne: 
But there is a great prejudice again{ all this;: for{06-I' calt it,-ra- - 
ther than an Objection for there is noArgument-in it, nor cawit be 
formed into an Argument 3 viz. that this will equally ſerve altR&vo- 
lations of Government, whateverthey be; Upontheſe Prinzipleswe-- 


mught 
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might ſubmit ane ſwearto a Rx mp: Parliament, or to another Protector, 
or to a Committee of Safety, or whatever elſe-you pleaſe : And yet 
under that Ulurpation, the Loyal Nobility, Gentry, and Clergy, 
thought themſelves bound in Conſcience to oppoſe that Uſurpation 
at their utmoſt peril ;3 And ſhall we Arraign them all, as retiſting 
God's Ordinance by their oppolition to thoſe Uſurped Powers, and 
their attempts to reſtore their King, to his Throne ? 

This, as I obſerved, is a great prejudice, but no Argument 
for if theſe Principles be true, and according to thele Principles 
they might have complied with thoſe Uſurpations z that they' did 
- Not, is no confutation of them, | 

- But yer, I ſuppoſe, all Men fee a vaſt difference between theſe 
two Caſes ; it is evident thoſe Loyal perſons, both of the Clergy 
and Laity, who ſuffered in the former Cauſe, and have now com- 
plied with the preſent Government, think: there is a vaſt difference 
between them; and mult think themſelves more reproached and 
injured by ſuch a Compariſon, than by ſuch Principles as juſtify 
their preſent compliance: And the great_Body . of the Nobility, 
Gentry, and Clergy, who have. ſworn Allegiance to their preſent 
Majelſties, would take it very ill to be thought leſs Loyal than thoſe 
were, who ſuffered for King Charles F. and Il. under thoſe Ulſur- 
pers ; and therefore they alſo mult apprehend a vaſt difference be+- 
tween theſe two caſes. . 

But what is it that makes this difference? If you will allow the 
ſuppoſition, That the Rightful King is diſpoſſeſſed 3 and that in 
ſuch a caſe it is lawful to comply with any Government, which be- 
comes the ſetled Government of the Nation. | 

I anſwer; The difference is very great upon all accounts ; and 
that no man may wonder at the obliinate Loyalty of thoſe days, 
and the eafie and ready compliances now, ( from whence ſome 

men conclude a renouncing the Principles of the old Church-of- 
 England-Loyalty, to the great ſcandal of Religion ), I ſhall ſhow 
the difference upon many accounts 3 and all together will be more 
than anſwer enough. | 

I, Firſt then, The great Villknies of thoſe days, in an open and 
bare-fac'd Rebellion, perſiſted in after the molt Gracious Offers 

2nd Condeſcentions;, and in the Barbarous Murder of one of the 
Belt Princes in the World, was enough to. prejudice Wife and good 
men, again{i all compliances, though they had been lawſul ; for 
who that could potlibly avoid it, would ſubmit to ſuch men ? _ 
. 2. The 
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2. The barbarous 'Ufage the King's Friends mer with, made a 
Submiſſion and Compliance ufelefs and impoſſible : Thoſe who had 
fought for their King, or expreſſcd any dillike of thoſe Proceedings, 
whom _ had any jealoulie or ſuſpicion of, or whoſe Eſtates they 
had a mind” 'to ipoſſeſs themſelves of, were plundered, ſequeſtred, 
impriſoned, forced to {culk and hide 'at home, or flie abroad, to 
preſerve their Lives and Liberties. 

3. Biſhops, Deans, and Prebendaries were turned out, and their 
Lands and Revenues fold z the Loyal Clergy were Mzlignants for 
wiat they ha1 done ; and had no way to keep their Livings, eſpeci- 
ally if they wereof any Value, but by renouncing the Church of 
England, as well as by Submiſſion to that. Government, which I 
believe, notwithſtanding their ready compliance in taking the Oaths, 
the Clergy at this day would more univerſally have refuſed, than 
they did then. 

4thly, Another difrhculty was, That the whole Government both 
of Charch-and State was overturned, which was the Fundamental 
Conſtitution of the Nation : The King was not only Murdered, 
and th2 Rightful Heir driven oat of the Land, but the Monarchy. 
it ſelf was deſtroyed, and neither King, Lords, nor Commons, left; 
but a few of the Houſe of Commons, who by Force and Power 
had turned the reſt out of doors, undertook to govern all, in the 


nameof the Commons of England ; which was ſuch an Invaſion on + 


the Rights and Liberties of their Countrey,_ ( which are as ſacred 
as the Rights of the King ), as required the utmoſt oppoſition that 
could be made. And it may be, it it be well conſidered, the De- 


fence of Monarciy, and the Rights and Prerogatives of the Crown, 


will appzar a very material part of the Oath of Allegiance, which 
may bind Subjzct; when the Perfon of the King is changed 3 and 
may make them think themſelves more obliged to reſtore ſuch a 


Prince, when they cannot reſtore Monarchy, and the Ancient Laws: 


and Government of th: Nation without him. 


5. And moreover it is plain, . That their Government was never - 


ſctled z it was frequently changed, and new modelled, which was 


no Argument of Setrlcment z and which is more than that, they had 


not a National Conſent and Submithon, 

Mn, who wereforced, ſubmirted to force ; but the Nation did not 
by any National Act ever own them; forTthinkthe Rump-Parliament, 
who were the Uſarpers themſelves ; $r{ome little packt Conventicles, 
rather than Parl/iamnts, could not be called the Repreſentatizes of the 


Nation. his + 
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This ſeems to be muchlike the Caſe which Biſhop Overal's Conveca- 
tion-Book, mentions - in relation to Antiochus ; who had by force kept 
the Fews in ſubjeQtion for ſome ycars;z and yet when Mattathia 
took Arms in defence of their Religion, they juſtify this Action by* 
ſaying, That the Government, of Antiochys, was not fetled :among 
chem, either by Submiſſion or Continnance 3 that is, tho' People were 
forced to ſubmit to Power , his Government was not owned by any 
Publick, National Submithon; and in ſuch Caſes a long continuance 
1s required to ſettle a Government 3 whereas a National Swbmiſſion 
{ettles a Government in a ſhort time;as we may conclude from what 
they tell us of the Settlement of Alexander's Government among the. 
Fews, who was but a very little while with them; but Jaddwus the 
High-Prieft , and the Governing-part of the Nation ſubmitting to 
him ; this ſetled his Government in a few days. | 

This ſhows how unlike all this was to our preſent Caſe in every 


: particular 3 that thoſe who-thought it their Duty never to ſubmit 


to that wicked Ulſurpation, are now ſatisfied, they may ſubmit with 
2 good Conſcience to their preſent Majeſties. 

In our preſent Caſe, all things are quite contrary to what they 
were in the former ; every thing concurred to make the Nation fond 
of ſuch a Change, and very eaſy under it, 

"King James, more,l hope, by following i}l Counſels,than by his own 
Inclination, had effcctually removed all Prejudices and Objections 
againſt fuch a Revolution, excepting the Obligations of Duty and 
Conſcience. 3 

In the late times of Rebellion and Uſurpation , all the Friends of 
Monarchy, and of the Engliſh Government, and of the Church of 
England, and of the Liberties of their Country, and of their own Ho- 
nours and Fortunes, were bound in Intereſt to take all Opportunities 
to reſtore the King In our late Reyolution, the very ſame Reaſons 
and Intereſts diſpoſed all Men to be very well contented to part with 
their King, if they had known how to do it honeſtly ; for the Con- 
tinuance of his Government, by the bold Steps, and extraordi. ary 
Methods he had taken, gave them great Apprehenlions that all theſe 
were in danger, even the Rights and Prerogatives of the Crown it 
ſelf (the preſervation of which was a main end of the Oath of Alle-. 
giance) by his Submiſhon to the See of Rome, and rejecting the Nath 
of Supremacy, and as far as he could, abſolving his Subjects from it, 
and yet in that Oath alone, we Swear to the Lawfwl Succeifor, in Op- 
polition to the pretences of the Biſhop of Rome, to depoſe, and ſet up 
Kings at pleaſure,for the Service of the Church. This 
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This helpt ſome Men eafily to abſolve themſelves from the 
Obligation of their Oaths ; for they could not think, that Oaths, 
which were made and impoſed for the Preſervation of a Prote- 
fant Prince, and the Proteſtant Rights and Liberties of Church: 
and State, could oblige them to detend and maintain a Prince 
in his Uſurpations, as they thought, on both. 

This made his Subjeas, and even his Army deſert his Service, 
when the Prince came with a Foreign Force ; and this made it 
neceliary for him to leave the Kingdom, and to leave his Subjects 
in the Hands of the. Prince ; which made an caſte way for the 
Princeto be placed on the Throne. 

Now not to diſpute the legality of all this, here was nothing 
ſoformidable, as to prom an honeſt Man againſt ſubmuflion 
and compliance, as there was in the late times of Rebellion; no- 
thing that could reaſonably hinder a compliance, but an Opini- 
on, that we muſt never pay Allegiance to any but a Legal'King; 
and poflibly had that Point been waved; no Proteſtant would 
have diſputed a quiet and chearful fubmiffion to the :Govern- 
ment. | $A 
To fight againſt x King, and not to.fight for him, Ithinkare 
two: very diffetent things ;- and when Kings make it 1mpoflible 
co fight for them, without fighting againſt the Religion: and Li- 
berties of ont! Country, they may chank themſelves, if their Sub- 
jeas cannot defend them. | This 15 a dangerous.ſtate Princes 
bring themſelves into, eſpecially where there are different Per- 
ſuaſftohs in a Nation: when fome Men think, they may lawfully 
defend their” Rehgion' and Libernes againſt: the 'Ulſurpations of 
their Prince; . and others think, they are not bound-to defend 
ad maintain their Prince in tis 11legal Uſurpations on their Re- 
ligion and Liberties ; for a little oppotition without any defence 
will quickly run any Prince. To take a Crown from a Prince, 
and his Liberty and Life with-it, and to ſuffer him. to leave his 
Crown if he pleaſes, and to deſert his Government, are two 
- yery different I rams ; | 


_ | 
: Tcannot indeed think (nenher do I beheve, that atty body elſe 
does) that for a King to leave his Crown and Government in a 
frighe 15 1n all caſes neceſſagily co be interpreted ſuch an Abdica- 
tion as 15 — to a voluntary Ref1gnation ; whereby he re- 
nounces alt future Right and Claim to ir. But if he have re- 


duced himſelf to facha ſtate, that he is forced for his. own: pre- 
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ſervation to leave his Kingdom and Government; it 1s plain, 
that in ſome ſence he leaves his Throne vacant too; that is, 
there is no body in it, no body in the actual Adminiſtration of 
the Government. xo. | 
Thus far I think Subjets may be very guileleſs, who do 
not drive the King away, but only ſuffer him quietly to eſcape 
out of his Kingdoms; for this is no Rebellion, no on, but 
only Non- 4ſſiſfance, which may be very innocent : for there are 
ſome caſes, wherein Subjects are not bound to affiſt their Prince ; 
and if ever there were ſuch a caſe, this was it. | 

What then ſhall Subje&s do, when the King is gone, and the 
Government Difſlolved, the People left in the Hands of another 
Prince, without any Reaſon, or any Authority, or any formed: 
Power, to oppoſe him ? The Government muſt be Adminiſtred 
by ſome body, unleſs we can be contented, that the. Rabble: 
ſhould Govern. | 

But I ſhall not meddle with that Interval, between the going. 
away of the King, and the Prince's coming to the Throne ; but 
only cofider him as placed in the Throne, and ſettled there. And 
now we can find no alteration in the Ancient Goverment of the 
Nation, but only the exchange of Perſons ; and all things concur 
to make this a very advantageous and acceptable Change, ex- 
cepting ſuch difficulties, as uſually accompany ſuch Revolutions. . 

The Monarchy is the ſame ſtill, and the Three Eſtates of the Na- 
tion the ſame ; the Church of England, and the Laws and Liber- 
ries of the Nation ſecured ; and no proſpe of ſecuring them. by: 
any other means: fo that here is nothing to prejudice any Man. 
againſt the preſent Government, or to make the Reſtoration of- 
the diſpoſſefſed Prince neceſſary, as there was in the late Uſur- 
pation, but only a miſtaken Notion of Allegiance to that Prince, 
whom we ſuppoſe to have the legal Right though he be diſpoſ- 
ſefled, and another Eſtabliſhed in his Throne; which I have 
alreadly proved to be a miſtake. | 

But not to diſpute the legal Righe (which is nothing to my pre. 
ient purpoſe) here is a ſettled Government; which was not in the 
tormer Caſe. 

Their preſent Majefties are in the full Pofleflion of the Throne, 
and Adminiſtration of the Government by a National ſubmiffi- 
on and conſent ; for though ſome Men diſpute, whether a Con- 
yention of the Eſtates, not ealled by the 7b Writ be a legal 
Parhament, 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 
Parliament, yet all Men muſt confe(s,- that they are the Repreſen- 
tatives of the Nation; or elſe a Nation can have no Repreſenta- 
tives, when it has no Kingin the Throne, or when there 1s any 
diſpute about the Title to the Crown. 

- Now, though this might be improved farther, IT ſhall contenc 
my ſelf only to ſay ; that the conſent and ſubmiſlion of .the Con: 
vention, eſpecially when confirmed by ſubſequent Parliaments, 
15 a National Ac, and makes a Settlement 7 the Government, 
eſpecially ſince the generality of the Nation have ({o willingly 
and chearfully- ſubmitted, and bound their Allegiance: by Oath; 
which 1s a very different thing from ſubmitting to mere force, 
when the inclination of the Nation ſtands bent another way; 
when there 1s nothing but mere force, it may admit ſome diſpure, 
when the Government 1s ſettled ; but though in ſome caſes, ic 
may be hard to determine, when the Government is ſo ſettled, 
as to make Allegiance due; this is no reaſon to deny Allegiance, 
when there is a viſible Settlement. If this be not a ſettled Go- 
vernment, I know not what is; Iam ſure, we have reaſon to 

ray for the continuance of it; when nothing can unſettle it, 

ut ſuch a Power, as will overturn our Religion and Liberties 
with it. It is indeed commonly ſaid, as I obſerved before, thac 
the ſubmiflion of the People without the ſubmiflion of the 
Prince, cannot transfer the Government ; by which they ma 


mean the legal Right of Government : Now to avoidunnecel- 
ſary Diſputes, ſuppoſe this were true ; yet the ſubmiflion of the 
People, when their Prince has left them, if it cannot give alegal 
Right to another Prince, yet it may give an actual Settlement to 
him ; and that is all we are enquiring after. This 1 think is a 
ſufficient anſwer to that odious Compariſon between the late 


Ulſurpations, and this preſent Revolution. . 


<1 


I ſhall conclude the whole with anſwering .an Obje&ion, Object. : 


which many, who. refuſe the Oaths, place great.confidence in; 
and that is from. the Laws of the Land : In all ſuch caſes as theſe, 
the Laws, they ſay, are the meaſure of our Duty, and the Rule 
of Conſcience, and therefore we muſt own no.King, but whom 
the Law owns to he King. that: is, in an Hereditary Monarchy, 
the right Heir: and .tq. pay. and ſwear Allegiance to any other 
Prince,. though poſſeſſed ot the. Throne, when the a King 
is dilpofſefſed, .or the right Heir living, 1s contrary to our duty to 
God, becauſe contraty to the Laws . the Land. 
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' 1. Tr anſwerto this I confider; this is no real Obje&ion againſt 
any thing, IT have ſaid ; but all that I have ſaid, if it prove true, 
is a ſufficient anſwer tothis :- The Laws of the Land are the Rule 
of Conſcience, when they do nor contradidt the Laws of God : 
but when they do, they are no Rule to us; but their obligation 
muſt give place to a Divine Authority. - Suppoſe then there were 
an expreſs Law, that-the Subje&s of England ſhould own no 
King, but'the right Heir; and notwithſtanding this Law (as it 
will ſometimes happen, and has often happened in England) a 
Prince who 1s not the right Heir, ſhould ger into. the Throne, 
and ſettle himſelf there : If the Divine Law in ſuch a caſe, com- 
mands us to pay all the obedienee-and duty of Subjedts,/-ro a 


"Prince in the actual Poſſeffion of -the Throne; - and the Law 


of the Land fotbids it, which muſt we obey, the Law of God, or 
the Law of the Land ? This, I think 1s no diſpiite; and therefore 
it is in vain tourge the Laws of the Land in any caſe, where we 
are under a Supertor Anthoriy : let them firſt prove that no Kin 
is ſet up by God againſt the Laws of the Land ; and then I will 
confeſs, we muſt own none but legal Kings; for we- muſt own 
no Kings, whom God does not make, and who have not Gods 
Authority. = | 5 

=--4, Tl —_— Monarchy 1s Hereditary, and the lineal Heir 
has the legal 
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a King,” whom the Ef ares have owned, thoughthey ſhould think 
the Right is in another. If Authority may not over-rule private 
SubjeAs in theſe caſes, even againſt their own private Opinions, 
and juſtifie their Obedience to a King, who is placed in the 
Throne, Subjects are 1n a very ill caſe, who have no Authoricy 
to Judge, and no Power to Refaſt : There are numerous caſes, 
wherein Subjects muſt acquieſce in the determinations of a legal 
Authority againſt what they think a legal Right: the reaſon 
and neceflities of Government require 1t; and the Law; which 
gives a Right, will not allow us to vindicate our Right againſt a 
legal Authority. And therefore it does not follow merely from 
the Law of Succeffion, that Subjects are bound i» Conſcience to own 
no King, whois not the: rightful Heir: And Duty and Conlci- 
_ in'Obedience to:Laws, 15 the'only thing I am now-inquiring 
arter. _ EX PE-OSTHY 23 Þ 
' 3. Tho I have not skill enongh in Law, to know certainly 
what our Conſtitution allows in this point ; yet it is the declared 
Judgment of ſome of che beſt. Lawyers of former days, and fo 
tar as I can learn, the- moſt common and ailing Opinion 
ſtill, Thar our Laws do-allow-and require Allegiance to a King 
de fafo, who 1s in Poſkeflion of the Throne without a legal Right. 
And this they have done 'in the Reigns: of legal and rightful 
Kings, as my-Lord Ch; Fuff: Coke, the Judges in Bagger's Caſe, 
wy. Lord Ch. Faſt. Hales: my Lord Ch. Fuft. Bridgman mn the Try- 
al of the'Regacides; inAm{ver-coloksPhiy whoralowed the 
Lam, burwould: rac allbns his Cate corbe' within the purview 
of it. Now when the Diſpute is meerly abont the Senſe 'of the 
Law, to udge:rightly of which, -requyes ſome skill in'Law, and 
a''prear ideal. than'f cat )precend to; Which 5 the dafeſt 
ar dion reg rent Degrary oro xr re 
dprnent,'againit ADC JULg an 1] -Opirtions ofthe 'a 
Judges: had Lawyers ?: or- to: cely> on: their Judgments) (when 
| learned'Men generally. agree in; tir) tho'E do' not camprehend 
the Reaſons:of their Opinions? - 
- {n moral and natural Danes, which-every Man may and muſt 
jarngg's for himſetf, the er rr enry —_—_ = Sos 
rely. wholly upon Aurhoricy, efpecially not ag ea 
= untinnins of .our'own Minds; tho Authority 4s in that Caſe 
of great uſe to 'over-rule meer Doubts and Scruples'; but when 
the Caſe of Conſcience is a meer Point of Law, and we coy 
| clude 
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clude that to.be'our Diny which the Haw determines, I am of 
Opinion, That Judges and learned Lawyers, eſpecially when 
they have determined the matter without any Byaſs on them, 
or any proſpect of our preſent Afﬀairs, are the beſt Caſuifs, be- 


cauſe they underſtand the Law beſt. 


That we muſt. obey and ſubmit to our Prince, 1s a Duty which 
the Laws of God and Nature enjoyn; and we muſt not ſuffer 
any Man, be'he Lawyer or Divine, to perſuade us, that this is 
not our Duty: but what Prince we muſt obey, and to what par- 


ticular Prince we muſt pay our Allegiance, the Law of God does 


not tell us, but this we muſt learn from the Laws of the Land, 
Here is a Queſtion then-ariſes, Whether the Subjets of England 
(when ſuch a Caſe happens) muſt Pay their Allegiance to the 
King de jure, who is diſpoſſefled of his Throne, or to the _ 
de fato, who is poſſeſſed of it without a legal Right ? Now will 
theſe Men, who ground their Diſſent upon the' Laws of the 
Land, abide by the Deciſion of the Law ?.It they will not, Why 
do they.infiſt ont, and urge it, as an uhanſ{werable Objection ? 
If they will, Who muſt judge of the Senſe of the. Law, and from 
whom muſt they learn it? for every one is: not: a; competent 
Judge of this matter, tho he thinks he very well underſtands the 
Grammatical Senfe and Conſtruction of Words.” And is it not 
moſt reaſonable to think that to be the Senſe of the Law, which 
learned Judges and Lawyers have aged 1s the Senſe of 1t? Is it 
not reaſonable to take that.to be:the Senſe of the Law, which has 
been the Senſe. of Weſtminſter-Hall, and is like to be fo-again, if 
we think fit to: try it? 11-4 CR GET 
I do not think it ſo dangerous to miſtake in a human Lay, as 
in natural or divine Laws; our Obligation to obey human Laws, 
1s that Obedience which is due to:Government, and then what- 
ever we apprehend: the Senſe of the Law to be, we muft not pre- 
tend to obey. human Laws in our Senſe, in: oppoſition to Govern- 
ment: if we miſtake with Authority, and 4 1 the Law: in that 


Senſe which has been allowed in all Reigns,: even of the moſt 
rightful Kings, we are ſafe in Conſcience : And he who will ad- - 
vance another Senſe of the Law, upon confidence of his own 
private Judgment, and:venturehis Eſtate.and. Fortune, | his.Liber- 
ty and Life on it, I think does neither. wiſely for himſelf, nor 
pays that deference he pretends to-Government. 


/ 


But 
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But here is an Oath concerned, and danger of Perjury, if 
having {worn Allegiance to K.'Femes while be 1s living, we ſwear 
away our Allegiance from him to K. Wilkam and Q, Mary : bur 
I ſuppoſe legal Oxths muſt be expounded-by. the Laws; and if by 
the Law of the Land Allegiance to K: Fame: ceaſes, cas being 
out of Poſſeflion, our Oath can oblige us no longer ; and if by 
the Law of the Land we owe Allegiance to K.William and Q. Mary 
. as in Poſſeflion of the Throne, then we. may, and ought, co 
{wear Hy po to them © and this being a point of Law, muſt 
be, decided by the proper Judges of it; for, if we keep an Oath 
when the Law does nohllow it, and refuſe an Oath when the 
Law requires it, we tranſgreſs the Law. And this is -not the 
only legal Oath, wherein Men govern themſelves by Judgments 


of Law, I am ſure:as much, and. think more plainly againſt the 


expreſs Words ofthe Law, than- can be pretended im the Oath 
of Allegiance; I mean the Oath of. .Simony, in which Men ſwear 
in as general Words as-can be thought of, againſt all Bargains or 
Contrads, either dire&ly or indirectly, for the obtaining fuch a 
Eiving, or Spiritual Pceferment ; and yet make no Scruple of any 
ſuch Contracts, as. are not adjudged. Simony in Weftminfer- Hall, 
tho they ſeem included in thoſe, general Words. :And it we will 
not allow it to be a fafe Rule of Conſcience to obey Laws, and 
to take legal Oaths, in that Senſe which Courts of Juſtice, or 
learned Judges and Lawyers give of them, tho we muſt abide by 
their Judgments when it comes to be tryed whether we have bro- 
ken or kept theſe Laws; Subjects are 1n-an ill:Condicjon both 
with'reſpe& to their Gonſciences, 'their Lives,' and Eſtates.: 
This might very well ſerve.in_ Anſwer .to-the-Argument' from 
Law ; for it 5 acknowledged, That there is great Authority for 
our Allegiance to/a King de fao, when the King de jure 1s dif> 
poſſeſſed : but Lhavea mind to con{der this matter a lictle farther. 
There is a Book lately Printed, -Encituled; 7he Caſe of Allegi- 
: ance to @ King im Poſſeſſion : The leatned; Author has taken a great 
deal of pains in.con(idering our. Statutes.and: Hiſtories ; | 
Defign is to prove;. that my L: Ch.. Fuſt. Coke was miſtaken in 
his Opinion, That the Statute, of Tresſon'25-E4.3.'C..2. a tobe 
underſtood of a King in Poſſeſſion. of the Crown and Kingdom ; for if 
there be a King regnant in Poſſe/ſion, tho he be Rex de facto, & non 
de jure, yet be ig rata le Roy within the; Purveiw of ths Sta- 


tute; and _the other .that bath Right, '@nd-'i ont: of Poſſeſſion, is not 


within ]. 
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within the Af. It 1s too long a Book to be particularly anſwer- 
ed here ; but as I apprehend, his. Fault' is, that he does not r6a- 
fon right upon matters of Fact; and ſome' of his findamencal 
Miſtakes may be anſwered ina finall compaſs: and T chooſe the 
rather to do it, becauſe they are the very ſame Miſtakes that 
impoſed upon me for ſome time. gre 

Our Author thinks, I: would ſeem a wery odd Baeſtion for any 
to ask, touching the Laws that are made in any ſettled Monarchy 
for the Defence of the "King's Perſon, Crown; and Dignity, who # 
meant by the King in thoſe Laws ? the lawf and rightful Knig of that 
Realm, or any one that gets into the Poſſe/iMm of the Throne, tho he be 
not .a rightful King, but a Uſurper ? | : 

Now this ſeems to me no odd Queſtion at all; fot when the 
Law only.mentions the King, arid the Law-makers certainly knew 
that Kings without a legal Right'do often aſcend the Throne; if 
they had intended to except all ſach-Uſurpers, they ſhould have 


' faid fo: for a King de fa#o, as the Ch. Juſt. alerts, is Seignior Ie 


Roy, or King; and there is no other King but he : for King fig- 
nifies that Perſon who has the Supreme Government in che Na- 
tion.; . A King de fa#o is he who actually has the Govetnment ; 
that 15, who. is actually Kingya King fr Frb% racratur a 

King de fato, is he who: of Bightthould have the Government, 

but has it-not ; that is, who of Right ſhould be King, but is not : 
and the Statute of Treaſon tells us what is' Treaſon agaitift hin 


_ whois King, not againſt him who ſhould be, but is nor King. 
© But he proves, 'this Statute can intend only a King de jute, be- 


cauſe.1t makes :it. Treaſon to:kilt the -Kiny's'eldeſt Son; to: vio- 
late the Queen, or the Prince's Wife, or ardetcs. eldeſt Daugh- 
ter, all which, is to ſecure the Succeflion tothe Crown, arid 
- therefore cannot concern an Uſurper, who' has nod'Righe him- 
telf, and therefore his Heirs have no Right to Succeflion ; and 
we cannot ſuppoſe that the 'Law ſhbuld take cate to ſecure the 
Succeſſion to the Poſtericy'of an Whurperz' on 
But this is no' Argument-to me ' for che Law looks upon the 
Crown as Hereditary, arid the Change of the Perſon or Royal 

| Family, does not make the Crown'ceaſe to be Hereditary ; and 
therefore whoever has Poſſeflion of the Crown, has an heredita- 
ry Crown, and-Jeaves it to his Heirs,. as long as they can keep it; 
as is plain from the Example of the three' Henries, who ſucceed- 
ed each other. And thists Reaſon enough, why the Law —_—_ 

| make 
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is no difference upon this Account between a King de fa#o 
de jure. ; 

But, my Lord'Ch. Fuff. Coke does not found his Gloſs upon the fun- 
damental Conſtitution of the Realm, tho methinks he ſhould have 
underſtood it as well as our Author. But what is this fundamen- 
tal Conſtitution 2 Why, The Regal Authority, and the Allegiance of 
the Subjefts, is appropriated to the lawful and rightful King. But 
where does he FA this fundamental Conſtitution ? The funda-: 
mental Conſtitution, I take. to be an hereditary Monarchy ; not 
that the Monarchy ſhould continue always in ſuch a Family ;. 
for that may fail, or may be changed by Conqueſts or Ulurpari- 
ons, as has often been, and the Conſtitution continue, The 
moſt that can be ſaid is, that when any particular Family, by the 
Providence of God, and the Conſent and Submifion of the Peo- 
ple, is placed in the Throne, of Right the Crown ought to de- 
{cend to the Heir of that Family : but ſuppoſe it does not, muſt 
we pay Allegiance to no other Perſon,tho poſſeſſed of the Throne? 
Let him ſhew me that fundamental Conſtitution, for a meer He- 


reditary Monarchy does not prove 1t; and according to the Judg- 


ment of the beſt Lawyers, the Laws of the Land require the con- 
trary, that we muſt pay our Allegiance to him who 15 actually 
King, not to him who ought to have been King," but 15 now 
And to think to confute this by pretending the fandamental 
Conſtitution of an Hereditary Monarchy, 1s to take that for 
granted which ought to have Ara proved, ; 

The Queſtion is not, Whether the Monarchy be Hereditary, 
that is agreed; but whether in an Hereditary Monarchy we muſt 
pay Allegiance to no Prince who 15 not the legal Heir, tho pol- 
ſe(ſed of the Throne ; This the Lawyers deny, and produce Law 
for it, and if thers 52.ſuch Laws, it is certain by Law we may pay 
Allegiance to a King 1n Poſſefiion, notwithitanding the funda- 
mental Conſtitution of an Hereditary Monarchy ; he the Law, 
which ni2::2s one, allows and commands the other; and than it 
is an Herewrary Monarchy with this. reſerve ; of paying Allegi- 
ance to the King 1n Poſſeffion, when the legal Heir cannot ob- 
cain þ15 right, 

And tis I take to be a very wife Conſtitution, which ſecures 
the King's Right, as far as Law can do it ; butif the King ſhould 
be deprived of his R:izhe (which the Experience of all Ages 
proves he may be) does not think fir, that the Government 


ſhould 
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ſhould fink with him, and therefore makes proviſion for the ſecu- 
rity of the Government and of Subje&s under the Regnant 
Prince, which the Reaſons and Neceſlities of Government re- 
quire and juſtifie, though there had been no Law for it. 

3. He ſays, my Lord Coke's Gls/s is contrary to the conſtant Pra- 
Fice and Cuſtom of the Realm. For if Treaſon by the Cuſtom and Pra- 
Fice of the Realm lay only againſt a King in Poſſeſſion of the Crown 
and Kingdom, then | | 

I. Thoſe only would be attainted by our Kings and Parliaments, who 
atted againft a King in Poſſeſſion. 

- 2. And then certainly a King in Poſſeſſion himſelf, cannot be guilty 
of Treaſon for what. he does while in Poſſeſſion againlt a King out of Poſ- 
ſeſſion. And yet when a King de jure has regained his Throne, 
the King de fafo and his Adherents have been attainted by Par- 
liament for Ulurping the Throne, and oppoling the right of 
the King de jure. | 

In anſwer to this, L obſerve, 1. That this does not prove that 
any one A& which 1s Treaſon againſt a King de jzre,is not Trea- 
{on when commitred againſta King defa&o ; now that is enough. 
to prove, that Allegiance is by Law due to a King de fatto, if 
Treaſon may be committed againſt him : for no Treaſon can 
he committed, where no Allegiance is due. 

This 1s confeſſed, that all ſuch Acts, as are Treaſon againſt 
aKing de jure, are Treaſon when committed againſt a King 
de faFo, but not, ſay they, becauſe Allegiance is due to him, but 
becauſe they are againft the Order of Government, and there- 
fore are Treaſon by the preſumed conſent of the King ge jure, 
L anſwer, 

That ſuch Ads are againſt the Order of Government, and 
very deſtructive to it, is the only Reaſon. why they are made 

, Treaſon by Law ; and this is as good a Reaſon = the Law 

ſhould make them Treaſon againit a King 4e faite, as againſt a 
King de jure; for they are equally againſt the Order of Go- 
vernment, and deſtruRive to it, whoever be King ; and that is 
the only Reaſon why they are made Treaſon art all. 

The preſumed Conſent of the King de jure is a very pretty no. 
tion ; and ſerves a great many good turns; it makes Laws, 
and it makes Treaſon, and gives Authority to the inauthoricative 
Acts of a King de fa#o: that 15 to ſay (or they ſay nothing) that 
the preſumed Conſent of a King de jure, inveſts the King de fa#o 

| with 
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with his Authority ; for if he have no Authority of his own, un- 
leſs the preſumed Conſent of the King de jure give him Anthort- 
ty, ir cannot make any treaſonable A& done againſt him to be 
Treaſon ; for it cannot alter the nature of things, nor make me 
guilty of Treaſon againſt any Perſon, to whom I owe no Duty 
and Allegiance. And if the preſumed Conſent of. the King de 
jure inveſts the King de fa&o with his Authority, 1t mult transfer 
the Allegiance of Subjects too; and then Subjects are as fafe in 


Conſcience, as if the King de jure were on the Throne ; for it 


ſeems there is his Authority and Conſent, though not his Perſon. 
But this is all meer trifling ; the King de fa#o has Authority, or 
none of his Acts of Goverament can have any; for that which is 
done by a Perſon, who has no Authority can have none: whence 
then has he this Authority, fince he has no legal Right to the 
Throne? Not from the preſumed Conſent of the King de jure, 
which is great non-ſenſe to ſuppoſe, but from the Poſſeflion of 
the Throne, to which the Law it ſelf, as well as the Principles of 
Reaſon and Religion,have annexed the Authority of Government, 
2. As for the Attainders of Kings de fa#o and their Adherents 
in Parliament, that does not prove that Subjects cannot be guilty 
of Treaſon againſt a King in Poſſeflion, nor that the Staturg of 
Treaſon does not relate to a King in Poſleflion : for the Statute of 
Treaſon does not relate to the diſputes of Princes,but to the Order 


of Government ; and therefore may relate to a King in Poſſeflion, 


though the King himſelf, if he be an Uſurper, when ever the 
rightful King: regains the Poſſeflion of his Throne ; if he were a 


Subject before, may be attainted of Treaſon for his Uſubpation. 


And theſe things are as conſiſtent, as itis totake care of the Go- 
vernment, when ſuch Revolutions happen, and yet to. diſcourage 
all illegal Uſurpations. : 

And yet the truth is, there is no Argument_to be drawn from 
this; for whenever there is'a Competition for the Crown, there is 
no doubt but he that prevails, be he King de fa#o or de jure, will 
attaint his Rival and all his Adherents : Thus it was between 
Edward IV. and Henry VI. between Richard II. and Her. VII. 
who attainted one another ; and this is no proof, what the Law 
of the Land is, bur it proves, that Parliaments have always fa- 
vored the King if RN | 

3. He argues, that if Treaſon lay only againſt the King in Poſſeſſi- 
##, whether de jure or nd, the Subjets mf ok upon rd Thott 
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obliged upon pain of High-Treaſon not to admit of any. claim. of the. 
King dejure — and yet Richard Duke of York, put in his claim to: 
the Crown in the Parliament 39 H.6.and it was received andallow- 
ed by them. | : 

Bur I would fain know. what kind of Treafon this is for a Par- 
liament, to whom, or to none upon Earth, appeals in ſach Caſes. 
can be made, toreceive a Claim to-the Crown ? alittle improve- 
ment of the. Argument would make it High-Treaſon, for any of 
the Courts of Weſtminſter. Hall to receive a. Complaint, and try 
and judge a Cauſe againſt the King. 

If -he had ſaid, that the Law had allowed Subjeas to fight for 
the King de jure againſt the King in Poſleſlion, this. had proved. 
his Point, that Treaſon does not lis only againſt a King in Poſ- 
ſeflion ; but. there is. no ſuch Law as this to be found : It is Trea-. 
{on to fight againſt the King, and that, ſays my. Lord Coke, isthe 
Kingin Poſſeſſion, without making: any reſerve for the defence. 
or re-eſtabliſhment of the King de jure, when out of Poſſeflion:. 
For it ſeems the Wiſdom .of the Nation has not yet thought fit to. 
make a Law to juſtifie. Civil Wars when ſuch a Revolution hap- 
pens, with an orderly and national Submiſlion.. | 

An appeal to Parliament is a proper way.to declare to whom of. 
right the Crown belongs, when there is a Competition ; but 
though ſuch Uſurpations very often occaſion Civil Wars, yet the- 
neceflity of Government requires,. that the Law ſhould always be. 
on the fide of the King in Poſſeflion, and then: it can never juſti- 
fie any Man in fighting againſt him. 

4- His next Argument 1s, that if Treaſon lay only againſt a King. 
in Poſſeſſion, then the Law in other regards would look upon the King 
in Poſſeſſion, as baving the dignity and honor of a King, whereas he. 
obſerves 1. That the Law, where it conſiders them as Uſurpers, does 
bardly vouchſafe that the name of King; for in the Statute 1 Ed. IV. 
Henry 1V. is called Henry Earl of Derby, and the Hemnries arecall'd 
pretenſed Kings, and Kings mdeed, and not of right : But he has an- 
{wered this himſelf, that our Law allows them the name of Kings, 
with regard to their. having the Execution of the Kingly Office ; that 
15, our Laws do not allow thoſe to be legal Kings who have no 
legal Title, but yet allow-them to be Kings as exerciling the Re- 
ga Power, and what would he have more unleſs our Laws ſhould 

peak non-ſenſe? And yet- he ſhould remember that E4. IV. 
after this had as hard words from H. VI. Parliament asthe Hewries 
hadfromEdward the Fourth's, [2 a 

2. He 


due to Sovereign Powers, . &c. 61 

2. . He obſerves, that rhe Law does not look. upon the Aﬀs of Go® 
wvernment done by a King in Polſeſſim, if an Uſarper, as valid and au- 
thoritative in themſelves, becauſe they have been - confirmed by 
- Subſequent wr”, and yet. he himſelf confeſſes, that they had ÞP. 14: 
not been. invalid without ſuch a Confhrmation, but nor upon ac- 
countof any Authority in theſe Kings but upon account of the neceſſity of 
Government, and the. preſumed Conſent of the Kings de jure excluded 
from: their right. But if theſe Kings have no Authority, I know 
not how their Acts ſhould be authoritative ;. he ought to have 
ſaid,that the neceflity of Government gives Authority to ſuchKings 
and their Acts without a legal Title, and that had been Senſe; 
but this and the preſumed Conſent has been conſidered already. 

But he has made an untoward O5jztion againſt this him(elf; 
that the As of Parliament made by Hen.LV,V,V Tere not confirmed 
by the Parliament 1 Ed. IV. and yet are muy Laws ſtill; and his 
anſwer to-it is very lame, that ſome of their Acts of Parliament 
are confirmed there, viz. An 4&# for Founding any Abbies or Rehigi- 
ous Houſes,  &c, but this ſeems to be abundans. cautela; for t 
ſame Reaſon, that the Univerſities and other Religious Founda- 
tions renew their Charters in ſeveral Princes Reigns, though con- 
firmed by Act of Parliament ;- which does not ſuppoſe, that they 
thought their former Charters invalid, but for their greater ſ&cu- 
rity deſire the Confirmation of the preſent Powers : but when all - 
publick A&s made by Parliaments called by Kings de gw are 
receiv'd and own'd for good Laws without anynew Confirmation, 
that is proof enough, that they thoughtithe Authority ſufficient, 
whereby they were made, though the King had not a legal Right. . 

But yet let me add, -that had it been the conſtant and univerſal ' 
Practice for the _y de 3's 0g they return'd to their Crowns, 
to confirm all the judicial Ads, Grants, Statutes, &c. of the Kings 
de fatto, this had been evidence enough, that the Neceflities of 
Government require, that all the Acts of-Kings. de fa&#o ſhould 
be valid ; for that is the: only Reaſon why they are confirmed by. p. 16. 
a legal Authority; becauſe it is neceſfary they ſhould be valid, and 
yet convenient for the diſcouragement of ſuch Ulurpations, that 
they ſhould not be.thought valid, without a legal Conficmation, 
but what the neceflity of Government makes valid, is yalid init 
ſelf without any new Confirmation ; though the Reaſons of 
State may make ſuch a Confirmation uſeful. : 

The next thing he undertakes to anſwer is Baggot's Caſe, con- 
cerning the validity of his. Patent of Naturalization granted - | 

| Hen. VI. 
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Hen. VT. who was only King de fa#o; though it were not con- 
firmed by the Statute 1 Ed. LV. This he branches out into ſeveral 
Particulars, and ſays a great deal about it, but nothing new-: He 
always takes Sanctuary in his old Salvoes of the neceflity of the 
Government and the preſimed Conſent of the King de jure, 
which have been ſufficiently conſidered already. | 

All that I ſhall conclude from this caſe (which I muſt take 
as he has repreſented 1t) is this; that the neceflity of Govern- 
ment (for both the Judges and Council underſtood things better 


than to urge the preſumed conſent of the King de jure,) gives Au- 


thority to all thoſe Acts of a King de fa#o, which are for the 
Adminiſtration of Juſtice, and belong to Sovereign Powers ; 
and then by the ſame reaſon, they muſt juſtifie Subjects in pay- 
ing Allegiance to ſuch Kings ; for this 1s neceſſary to Govern- 
ment. 'Our Author will allow this in all cafes, which are nor 
againſt the Intereſt of the diſpoſſeſſed Prince ; but this 15 to al- 
low nothing, for the very Poſſeſſion of the Throne, and every 
Ad& of Tres. Bi the King de fa&o does, 1s againſt the Intereſt 
of the King de jure : But he ſeems all along to niſtake Gifrs and 
Grants, to the Diminution of the Crown (which they would not 
allow to ſtand good, when the King de jure returned) for all 
Ads againſt the Perſonal Right and Intereſt of the King de 
Jure : But the Diminution of the Crown, and the Right of the Per- 
ſon, are very different things, as he will eaſily ſee, when he con- 
{1ders it again, | 

As for the Statute 11, H. 7. which indemnifies Subjefts in 
Fighting for the King in poſleffion 5 he diſputes very largely 
about it, but I can at preſent make only ſome ſhore Remarks on 
what he ſays. | 

I. He obſerves, that it is only ſaid in the Preamble, not ena- 
Fred in the Body of the Statute, that the Subje&s ſhall be obliged to 
pay Allegiance to the King for the time being ; but whether a Pre- 
amble be Law or no, 1 is an Anthoritative Declaration of the 
Law, and that 1s a ſufficient rule for Subjeats ; and if 25. Ed. 3. 
concerns Kings in Poſſeflion, it is enacted there. 

2. He will not allow this Preamble to be a dire# and poſitive De- 
claration of the Law; becauſe the King only ſays, that be calls to 
remembrance his Subjetts duty of Allegiance, &c. But if the King 
and Parliament declare, that they remember, this is the duty of 
Allegiance, does not that declare their Opinion, that it is a duty 

as 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 


as effefually as can be done in any other form of words Jay -4 
ſomewhat more, for what they remember, they declare was ſo 
before, and not made fo now, merely by their Declaration; and 
what the Parliament ſuppoſes and takes for granted, it more ef- 
fe&ually declares. 


2dly. He ſays, what is laid down in the Preamble, is expreſly Pag. 28. 


falle —— that it is not: reaſonable, but againſt all Laws, Reaſon, 
and good Conſcience, that the SubjefFs gomg with their Sovereign 
Lord to Wars, any thing ſhould loſe or forfeit for doing this their true 
Duty and Service of Allegiance 5 Now if this be falle, I know not 
what can be true; is the contrary to it true ? that.it is agreeable 


to Law, Reaſon, and good Conſcience, that Subje&ts ſhould loſe or 


forfeit any thing for Fighting for their King ? But thus is meant 


of Fighting for an Uſurper againſt their lawful King. And yet 


here 15 not one word of Uſurper, or Lawful King, but our Sove- 
reign Lord, whom the Law requires us to own for our Sovereign ; 
and it 15 againſt Law, Reaſon, and good Conſcience, that Sub- 
jets ſhould ſuffer for Fighting for any-Prince, whatever his Title 
be, whom the Law owns for Sovereign at that time: That Kings 


and Parliaments as he urges, have attainted Subje&ts upon ſuch 


accounts, does not prove, that it was not againſt Law and Rea- 


{on and"good Conſcience to do ſo; and 'it ſeems H. 7, who- 


had done this himſelf, was now convinced of 1t, and took care 
to provide it ſhould be ſo: no more; I am ſure my Lord Bacon 
ſays this Law was rather juſt than legal; and therefore owned the 
Reaſon and good Conſcience of it, though he demurred about 
the legality. | 


But our Author will be ſo liberal, as to grant, that all this pag. 29. 


were the Body of the Statute and-a dire Law; then it is plain, 
that Subjes might by Law Fight for the King in Poſſeflion, 
and their Allegiarice would oblige them to it. No, he ſays, it 
will remain to be conſidered, whether the Statute can be looked upon 
as valid and obligatory ; and he thinks it is not. 

I, Becauſe it was made by an Uſurper, and by an Ulurpers Par- 
lament. This 15 a bold ſtroke.to call. Hen. VIL an Utlurper, 
who had ſo many Titles, and no Title ſet up againſt him; and 
to queſtion the Authority of a Parliament, called by. the Writ 


of'a King in Polleffion; and to deny the validity of. Acts of 


Parliament made by Ulſurpers, when our Statute Books are full 
of them, and they are owned good and valid Laws. 
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So that T will not diſpute with him, whether ſubſequent lawful 
Kings gave their conſent to this Law or not, it is ſufhcient, they 
have not repealed it; but what he urges, that it has been in ef- 
feF# declared null and woid, | doubt 'will not paſs among our Law-' 
'yers to be equivalent to a repeal ; for I never yet heard, that an 
Ac of Parliament could be repealed by conſequence ; but let us 
hear, how ſubſequent Kings and Parliaments have'in effe& declar- 
ed it null and void; and he has thought of two ways for this. 

[+ By their proceeding expreſly contrary to the letter of this 
Law ; viz. in the Attainder of the Duke of Northumberland in 
Queen Mary's time, 'who wasſent with an Army againſt 2. Mary 
by order of Council and a Warrant under the Great Segl in behalf of 
Queen Jane. | 

2. Their laying a contrary obligation on the Conſciences of Subjett ; 
which he proves by the Ads concerning the Succeflion made by : 
Hen, VIII. -and the Oath of Allegiance. Now I am apt to think 
he is miſtaken in this matter, becauſe after all this was done, my 
Lord Coke, and other great Judges and Lawyers, have taken this 
for a very good Law, and therefore did not think, that it was 
in effect declared null and void. As for the condemnation of 
the Duke of Northumberland, it was either reconcileable with this 
Law, or it was not ; if it were, I ſuppoſe it did not in effe& de- 
clare it null and woid; if © weie not, it was a Sentence againſt 
Law ; and [I never heard, that an Ilizgal Sentence did either Re- 
peal a Law, or declare it void, As for the Acts of Succeſſion 
made by Hen. VIII. and the Oath of Allegiance, tho ſome Men, 
if they pleaſe, may expound them fo as to contradict the Statute - 
of 11 Hen. VII. yet they being ſublequent Laws, made without re- 
Pealing that former Statute, it ſeems moſt reaſonable to me, that ' 
their Senſe and Interpretation ſhould be hmited by that former 
unrepealed Sratiite ; for if thoſe Kings and Parliaments had in- 
tended to lay any obligation upon Subjects, contrary to any thing | 
enaced by that Law, they would have repealed it; for a former 
and unrepealed Law maſt hmit the Interpretation of ſubſequent. 
Laws, unleſs we will allow the Laws to contradi& each other. 

This is all in our Author, that ſtrictly concerns Law; for in 
what follows he proceeds to diſpute againſt the Law, from Prin- 
ciples of Reaſon and Rehgion, and to prove, that it is to be look- 


 Pag. 36. ed upin 11: it ſelf null and woid in reſpc&t of the matter of it, tho it 


wese granted, that ihis Stature was made by a Legal Authority, and 
- bas 


due to Sovereign Powers, 8c. 

has ſtood ever ſince unrepealed. Now this 15 what I at firft fuſpe- 
Aed, that they would not ſtand to the determination of the Law 
in this matter, and then why do they trouble themſelves and 
the World about Law, if nothing ſhall paſs for a good Law, 
which they don't like ? 

If our Author carefully conſider what I have already diſcour- 
ſed, I hope he will find a fatisfafory anſwer to all his' follow- 
ing objections ; or at leaſt ſuch Principles, as will enable a Man 
of a great deal leſs skill than he has to anſwer them all. 

But thoT am in great haſt to conclude, I ſhall ſtop a little to 
examine the two Reaſons he gives to prove that Statute 1T. 
Hen. VIE. which indemnifies Subjeas for Fighting for a King in 
Poſſeflion to be a void Law with reſpe& to the Matter, though 
the Authority that made it be allowed goody viz. For it either d:- 


veſts the Lawful King of his Right to the Crown, and gives it to Pa8- 37- 


the Ufurper, or it ſtill reſerves bis Right to bim, but yet notwith- 
ſtanding, orders the Subjes to obey and ftand by the King in Poſe 
/fon : Now a very ſhort anſwer will ſerve for this. For, 

I- The Law does not-deny his Legal Right. co the Crown, 
but yet may, reaſonably deny him to be King, when he is out of 
Poſſeflion. For a King is he, who acually adminiſters the Go- 
vernment with a Regal Authority ; not he, who has right to de 
it, but is kept from his Right, ſuch aArince may retain the Ti- 
cle of King, but he has nothing elle. 

2. When ſuch a Caſe ha , it is riot ſo unjuſt or unreaſon- 
able, as to make it a void Law, to order Subjets to obey and ſtand 
by the King in Poſſeſſion : For the King has no Right but by Law, 
and then the Law may determine how far his Right ſhall ex- 
tend; and if the King himſelf by the advice, conſent, and au- 
thority of the Eſtates of the Realm (conſidering how often ſuch 
caſes happen, that a Prince who has no legal Right gets Pofle(- 
ſion of the Throne, and what deſolations the diſputes of Princes 
occaſion, and how impoffible it is for Subje&s to avoid Fightin 
for the King in Poſſeſſion ſhould think fit, for the ſecurity 0 
the Government and Publick Peace, to bind the Allegiance of 
Subjects to the Poſleflion of the Throne, what iniquity 1s there 
in this Law ? one may not a legal Right be bounded and limi- 
_ ted by Laws? Why may not the Supreme Authority of the Na- 
tion make the beſt Proviſion they can to preſerve the Govern- 
ment, to ſecure the Lives and Fortunes, and to eaſe the Con- 

| | K ſciences 


6s 


The Cafe of the Allegiance. 

ſciences of Subjeats, in ſuch revolutions as no Right and no 
Laws can prevent ? Since humane Governments will not always 
proceed in regular Methods, provifional Laws, which are exce- 
ptions from the Conſtitution, but neceſſary in ſuch junfures, 
ſeem to me to be highly reaſonable. : | 

Thus I have fairly repreſented what my thoughts are about 
this matter, and have taken all due care, neither to.impoſe upon 
my ſelf nor others by ſome little fallacies, nor to provoke any 
ſort of Men with hard words : If what have ſaid, do- not make 
other Men of my mind; yet I hope it may ſatisfie them, that I 
have ſomething to ſay for my ſelf, and that ic is poſlible, I may 
be an honeſt Man ftill, tho they may think me. miſtaken. 
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